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INTRODUCTION
The first three 2010 Commission reports are included here in the order in 
which they were written but in a version for each produced as a self-study 
document.  Evidence of University compliance with the Criteria for Accredita-
tion is color marked in Making the Case (2001), Picking Up the Pace (2004), 
and Gaining Ground (2005) with five colors representing the five Criteria.  A 
guide to the color marks is provided in the report and in the form of a loose 
sheet.  Each of the 2010 Commission reports is designed to be read individu-
ally, but taken together they provide a history of issues, goals, and progress, 
many of which are summarized in succeeding reports. 
 ii 
Note:  Though the reports in their entirety provide evidence of how the University of Arkansas meets the Criteria for 
Accreditation, specific examples of focused evidence are marked using the following color scheme:  Criterion One—
Orange, Criterion Two—Red, Criterion Three—Green, Criterion Four—Yellow, Criterion Five—Blue. 
Each section related to a specific Criterion is color marked to identify the beginning of the relevant passage.   
Sections related to more than one Criterion are marked with each color.  Such passages end either with marking or 
with the unmarked but obvious end of that section.  A list of references by report, Criterion, and page number  
follows the Criteria for Accreditation. 
The Criteria for Accreditation  
Criterion One: Mission and Integrity 
Criterion Statement The organization operates with integrity to ensure the fulfillment of its mission through  
 structures and processes that involve the board, administration, faculty, staff, and students. 
Core Component 1a - The organization’s mission documents are clear and articulate publicly the      
       organization’s commitments. 
Core Component 1b - In its mission documents, the organization recognizes the diversity of its      
       learners, other constituencies, and the greater society it serves. 
Core Component 1c - Understanding of and support for the mission pervade the organization. 
Core Component 1d - The organization’s governance and administrative structures promote    
       effective leadership and support collaborative processes that enable the organization to fulfill   
       its mission. 
   Core Component 1e  - The organization upholds and protects its integrity. 
Criterion Two: Preparing for the Future 
Criterion Statement The organization’s allocation of resources and its processes for evaluation and planning  
demonstrate its capacity to fulfill its mission, improve the quality of its education, and respond to future challenges 
and opportunities. 
Core Component 2a - The organization realistically prepares for a future shaped by multiple          
       societal and economic trends.  
Core Component 2b - The organization’s resource base supports its educational programs and its  
       plans for maintaining and strengthening their quality in the future. 
Core Component 2c -The organization’s ongoing evaluation and assessment processes provide   
       reliable evidence of institutional effectiveness that clearly informs strategies for continuous   
       improvement. 
Core Component 2d - All levels of planning align with the organization’s mission, thereby         
       enhancing its capacity to fulfill that mission.  
Criterion Three: Student Learning and Effective Teaching 
Criterion Statement The organization provides evidence of student learning and teaching  
effectiveness that demonstrates it is fulfilling its educational mission. 
Core Component 3a - The organization’s goals for student learning outcomes are clearly stated     
      for each educational program and make effective assessment possible.
Core Component 3b - The organization values and supports effective teaching.  
Core Component 3c - The organization creates effective learning environments.  
Core Component 3d - The organization’s learning resources support student learning and  
      effective teaching.   
Criterion Four: Acquisition, Discovery, and Application of Knowledge 
Criterion Statement The organization promotes a life of learning for its faculty, administration, staff, and students by 
fostering and supporting inquiry, creativity, practice, and social responsibility in ways consistent with its mission. 
Core Component 4a - The organization demonstrates, through the actions of its board, administrators, students,    
       faculty, and staff, that it values a life of learning.  
Guide to Marked Versions of 
2010 Commission Reports 
Marked Versions 
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   Core Component 4b - The organization demonstrates that acquisition of a breadth of knowledge and     
        skills and the exercise of intellectual inquiry are integral to its educational programs.  
Core Component 4c - The organization assesses the usefulness of its curricula to students who will  
       live and work in a global, diverse, and technological society.
   Core Component 4d - The organization provides support to ensure that faculty, students, and staff   
       acquire, discover, and apply knowledge responsibly. 
Criterion Five: Engagement and Service 
Criterion Statement As called for by its mission, the organization identifies its constituencies and serves them in 
ways both value. 
   Core Component 5a - The organization learns from the constituencies it serves and analyzes its capacity     
        to serve their needs and expectations.  
   Core Component 5b - The organization has the capacity and the commitment to engage with its     
       identified constituencies and communities. 
   Core Component 5c - The organization demonstrates its responsiveness to those constituencies that  
       depend on it for service.   
   Core Component 5d - Internal and external constituencies value the services the organization provides. 
Making the Case, 2001
Criterion One:  i, iii, 1, 6, 7, 9, 15, 16,17, 29, 31 
Criterion Two: i, iii, 1, 13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 25, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33 
Criterion Three:  ii, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33 
Criterion Four:  ii, iii, 18, 20, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33 
Criterion Five:  ii, iii, 20, 27, 31, 32, 33 
Picking Up the Pace, 2004
Criterion One:  12, 13, 15 
Criterion Two: 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 45, 46, 47, 54, 60, 61 
Criterion Three: 6, 10, 13, 14, 17  
Criterion Four:  11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,22 
Criterion Five: 3, 12, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20,  22, 23  
                                                                  C1             C2              C3             C4            C5            
         
      REPORTS                                                                                              TOTALS 
                                                  
         Making                                             15              36               16              22             14                  103 
           the Case 
        Picking Up                                        11              37               13               21             12                    94 
          the Pace 
        Gaining                                               3              25                 8               14             10                    60 
          Ground 
       
Totals by Report and Criterion 
Gaining Ground, 2005
Criterion One:  4, 12, 14 
Criterion Two: 3, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 35, 36, 37, 38, 46, 48, 49, 50 
Criterion Three: 11, 12, 16, 21, 22 
Criterion Four:  12, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 
Criterion Five:  12, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22 
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In response to changes in fundamentals of economiccompetitiveness, as well as actions by other states thattransformed their economies, University of Arkansas
Chancellor John A. White appointed a blue ribbon com-
mission to Make the Case for the University of Arkansas’
becoming a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world. 
The 2010 Commission, consisting of 92 leaders in busi-
ness, education, government, and the professions, accept-
ed the charge to develop a plan Arkansas can realize dur-
ing the first decade of the 21st century—hence, the name
of the Commission.
The 2010 Commission has addressed a wide range of 
subjects and issues, including the following questions:
   How do all citizens in the State benefit from having a
nationally competitive research university?
   What role should the University of Arkansas play in
the intellectual, economic, and cultural life of
Arkansas?
   What financial investment is needed for the
University to deliver benefits commensurate with
those available to citizens of the states with the
strongest land-grant and state universities?
   What will be the consequences if Arkansas fails to
invest?
The 2010 Commission was asked to: 
 identify successful initiatives and best practices in
other states for application in Arkansas; 
 avoid re-inventing the wheel—instead, build on the
work of others, both inside and outside Arkansas;
 assess the University’s current status, as well as the
State’s political and economic environment;
 be objective in identifying needs; and 
 be realistic regarding what the State must do during
the first decade of the 21st century to reach the goals
articulated. 
A significant change must occur—at the University and
across the State—for Arkansans to enjoy the same pros-
perity as those states with great public research universi-
ties. Since knowledge has become the coin of the realm,
investments in research universities—the sources of new
knowledge—are essential for states to compete globally. 
In comparing Arkansas with North Carolina, Georgia,
Virginia, and Texas, an inflection point in their
economies occurred when those states’ leaders recognized
the role played by higher education in creating economic
prosperity for all.
A dramatic paradigm shift has occurred in how states
compete, the intensity of the competition has accelerated,
and the number of competitors has increased. In fact,
Kentucky has made a dramatic move to be counted among
the winners in the 21st century, making significant new
investments in higher education. 
To the 2010 Commission, it is evident that Arkansas must
be willing to try new approaches and policies and to apply
successful models from other states. Simply put, Arkansas
must pick up the pace in its support of higher education. 
In the New Economy, knowledge is a primary factor for
companies deciding where to create and locate jobs.
Instead of attracting industry with low-skilled and low-
paid labor, states are competing on the basis of highly edu-
cated and highly skilled people. A high school education
is no longer adequate, and those who originally earned 2-
year college degrees increasingly find higher paying jobs
when they complete their baccalaureate degrees. Other
states have shown that all citizens benefit when increases
occur in the percentage of adults with baccalaureate
degrees; when high paying jobs are established in a state,
all benefit. For Arkansas, the path ahead is clear—
increase dramatically the number of adults with baccalau-
reate degrees!
Fortunately, there has been growing recognition among
Arkansas policy makers regarding the need for more col-
lege graduates. For example, Georgia Kimbro Elrod, Chair
of the Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating Board,
said, “There is such a direct link between the education level of
the populace and the financial prosperity of the State that it
benefits everybody. I don’t think that a dollar could be better
spent than in putting it into the higher education system.”1
FOREWORD
1Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, March 11, 2001, p. 6D.
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America has benefitted significantly from other nations
when their best and brightest came to the U.S. to attend
college, and then chose to remain and work in America.
As a result, a disproportionate share of engineers, scien-
tists, medical doctors, and other professionals are in
America due to decisions of where to attend college. 
In Arkansas, however, an opposite pattern took root.
Many of the best and brightest high school graduates have
chosen to attend college in other states. The Southern
Technology Council, in a recent study, found that “college
graduates are 10 times more likely than other students to
stay around after getting undergraduate degrees if they
attended high school and college in the same state.” 
The study concluded that students are likely to stay in a
particular state even if they only graduated from college
there. The path forward for Arkansas, again, is clear—
keep more of the State’s college-bound students in the
State and recruit greater numbers of outstanding students
from other states, i.e., follow the successful model of other
states.
There are two key findings from the work of the 2010
Commission. First, Arkansas must produce more gradu-
ates from its universities and must invest more in its
research universities. 
Benefits of awarding more bachelor’s degrees are apparent.
Now the challenge is to convince political, educational,
financial, and community leaders that sustained invest-
ments in university based research will pay off with unlim-
ited opportunities far into the future, as many states have
experienced. We know that California, Georgia,
Kentucky, North Carolina, and others have learned that
research universities can be economic engines due to the
intellectual capital produced by research and the human cap-
ital represented by graduates educated in research universi-
ties. That is why the Commission believes the University
of Arkansas can produce the following tangible benefits
with only a decade of investment:
 a 23.2 percent rate of return annually, over a 10-year
period, from investments in research at Arkansas’ uni-
versities;
 valuable intellectual property that research discoveries
produce; 
 attraction of blue chip firms, due to university reputa-
tions, which are affected more by graduate than by
undergraduate program reputations;
 technology transfer to enhance competitiveness of
existing businesses, large and small;
 intellectual infrastructure for the State and region; 
 venture capital available in Arkansas;
 entrepreneurial leaders for world-class organizations;
 a vibrant entrepreneurial climate emerging from the
newly created research environment;
 business incubation resulting from the commercializa-
tion of research results; 
 a technologically trained work force;
 enhanced learning experiences for students when
teaching and research are integrated;
 effective recruitment of high ability students who
choose the college to attend based on how quickly
they will be engaged in research; and
 improved university ranking, due to the weight given
to research quality and funding magnitude.
Second, better funding for public colleges and universi-
ties is vastly superior to creating more public colleges
and universities.
Quality, not access, is the challenge facing Arkansas
throughout the education pipeline. Arkansas ranks 11th
in the number of publicly supported higher education
institutions per capita. Yet, not one is ranked among U.S.
ii
STUDENTS ARE LIKELY TO STAY IN A PARTICULAR STATE EVEN IF THEY
ONLY GRADUATED FROM COLLEGE THERE.
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News & World Report’s Top 50 national public colleges
and universities.
In a 1988 report, Rise to Excellence: Higher Education in
Arkansas, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching recommended building “a high quality and
coherent system of colleges and universities.” It also noted, “It
is our conviction that Arkansas higher education can rise no
higher than its most distinguished institution. Therefore, atten-
tion must be given to strengthening the University of
Arkansas.” It goes on to state, “This campus can provide the
core of research, the symbol of scholarly excellence, for the
state’s network of higher learning institutions.”
Since that report, Arkansas has added to its number of
colleges and universities, but it has not “built a high quality
and coherent” higher education system. Also, the
University of Arkansas’ funding has not been adequately
strengthened, despite the recommendation of the
Carnegie Foundation.
Based on results in other states, had the recommendations
of the Carnegie Foundation been followed, Arkansas
would be well positioned to compete effectively in the
21st century. Instead, Arkansas must play catch up to
states that responded during the 1980s and 1990s.
The Carnegie Foundation report, coupled with similar
efforts in Georgia, North Carolina, and Kentucky, provid-
ed the foundation for the 2010 Commission’s work and its
recommendations that will serve as a blueprint for
Arkansas during the first decade of the 21st century. The
result will be a more prosperous and healthy State for all.
In presenting the 2010 Commission’s findings and recom-
mendations, this report addresses: 
 American higher education’s changing role;
 the challenges facing Arkansas in the New Economy;
 the efforts of several states that hold promise for
Arkansas;
 the roles research universities are playing in defining
the future of other states;
 how Arkansas and the University of Arkansas com-
pare nationally;
 the benefits of a strong R&D base in Arkansas;
 the urgency of the University of Arkansas becoming a
nationally competitive research university;
 recent evidence of successes and the path forward for
Arkansas; 
 the sizes of the gaps to overcome; and 
 strategies for closing the gaps.
Reynie Rutledge, Chair
2010 Commission
Bob Smith, Executive Secretary
2010 Commission
OLD MAIN IS ONE OF THE MOST RECOGNIZABLE SYMBOLS OF HIGHER EDUCATION ON THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS CAMPUS.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BASIC PREMISE
The basic premise underlying the work of the 2010Commission is that the future of Arkansas islinked inextricably to the future of the University
of Arkansas. Hence, for Arkansas to be competitive in the
21st century, the University of Arkansas must become a
nationally competitive research university.
The 2010 Commission was created to obtain widespread
participation in developing a plan for the University of
Arkansas for the first decade of the 21st century—a plan
that will position Arkansas to compete with the nation’s
strongest states. It will take more than a decade to catch
the competition, but with a focused and sustained effort
over the decade, considerable ground can be gained by
both the University and the State.
The creation of the 2010 Commission was motivated by
the success of the Arkansas Business Council, which influ-
enced higher education decisions in Arkansas for more
than a decade. The progress that occurred in Georgia,
North Carolina, and Texas, plus recent investments made
in Kentucky, added impetus to its creation. Finally,
national trends noted by the Southern Governors’
Association, the National Governors’ Association, and
the National Science Board created a sense of urgency to
act before it is too late for Arkansas to respond to changes
in how states compete economically.
KEY FINDINGS
1.  The competitiveness paradigm for states, as well as
nations, has changed significantly. 
Since their creation in the late 1800s, land-grant universi-
ties have played significant roles for states—particularly in
research in agriculture and engineering. With most of
these institutions growing into major research universities,
the role of a land-grant university in the 21st century has
even more potential than in the past. 
Why did this change occur? Because the fundamental
principles underlying how states and nations compete
have changed. The world’s economy has shifted to a
greater dependence on one natural resource, well-educated
people! 
In the past, agricultural crops, cattle, poultry, timber, coal,
oil, gas, and other natural resources played a dominant
role in determining a nation’s, a state’s, or an individual’s
wealth. Likewise, in the past, the competitive advantage
offered by people was largely physical and measured in
physical output per labor hour. 
Today, in the New Economy, the major contribution made
by people is mental, not physical. Knowledge is the key
competitive tool used by advanced nations and states. 
No longer can a state or nation feel secure because it has
large numbers of low-skilled and low-paid workers.
Instead, with knowledge being the coin of the realm in
the New Economy, it is critical that states have a balanced
offering ranging from: high schools with graduates having
a nationally competitive education; to effectively deliver-
ing work force training in  technical schools; to producing
large numbers of 2-year college graduates; to awarding
very large numbers of bachelor’s degrees in a range of
essential disciplines; to building nationally competitive
graduate programs; and to graduating large numbers of
professionals trained in leading-edge research programs in
agriculture, business, computing, engineering, and science.
Additionally, for Arkansas to be a truly great state, high
quality liberal arts, humanities, and social science degree
programs must be present in its universities. Ultimately,
the State will be great because it addresses the human
condition of all of its people and bridges existing racial
and cultural divides. 
2. Universities produce the capital essential for success
in the New Economy.
Paul E. Patton, Governor of Kentucky and Chair of the
Southern Governors’ Association, states well the case for
research universities. On March 13, 2001, Governor
Patton addressed the Southern Governors’ Association
Advisory Committee on Research, Development and
Technology. He observed that research universities pro-
duce the capital essential for success in the New
Economy—intellectual capital and human capital.2
1
2Knowledge creation is the foundation for intellectual capital 
formation; educated people form human capital.
He also noted that state governments have a responsibility
for capital formation, due to their historic responsibilities
to provide educational opportunities for their citizens.
Two key features of intellectual capital: it is infinitely divisi-
ble, and it is renewable. Physical capital is not infinitely
divisible, since the more you give to others, the less you
have for yourself; such is not the case with intellectual capi-
tal—knowledge is not lost when it is shared. Likewise,
intellectual capital is a renewable resource since knowledge
can be renewed via research and education.
3. Arkansas’ future depends on producing and attracting
more college graduates.
Arkansas must have a balance of educated people at all
levels of the education pipeline. However, the optimal
balance has changed dramatically in recent years. For
example, the value of having just some college education
declined in the 1980s and 1990s. High school and 2-year
college educations are no longer adequate. 
As shown in Table 2, the earning power of a degree from
a 4-year university is significantly greater than that of a 2-
year degree. Arkansas must give greater emphasis to 2-year
colleges being entry points to 4-year programs of study in
addition to their support of community workforce training
and continuing education. 
Based on national benchmarking, the percentage of
Arkansas adults having baccalaureate degrees must
increase significantly. Other states learned years ago that
all citizens benefit when increases occur in the number  of
adults with baccalaureate degrees. Further, all citizens ben-
efit when high paying jobs are established within the
State. 
Well-educated people are essential for success in the New
Economy. Therefore, Arkansas must increase market share
nationally in the number of well-educated people
employed in the State. 
Two strategies exist: recruit more students, and retain
them through graduation. A combination of the two
should be employed, including providing State funded
scholarships to Arkansas high school graduates, as well as
high ability students from other states. When students
graduate from a college in Arkansas, they are likely to
remain and contribute to the State’s economy. Keeping
college graduates in Arkansas benefits all Arkansans. 
Why is this an effective strategy? National studies reveal
that the odds of a recent college graduate “taking a job in-
state are shown to increase more than tenfold,” if the indi-
vidual attends college in the same state where he or she
graduated from high school. Also “students are likely to
stay in a particular state even if they only graduated from
college there.”3
Hence, State funded scholarship programs can have a
large payoff for the State by keeping students in Arkansas
and by recruiting outstanding students from other states.
Fortunately, Arkansas is on the growing list of states that
recognize the value of state scholarship programs.
4. Pushing from the bottom of the education pipeline is
not as effective as pulling from the top.
For decades, national report cards on the quality of educa-
tion in states have produced unacceptable grades for
Arkansas. As a result, repeated attempts have been made
to improve the quality of education by pushing from the
bottom of the education pipeline. Such approaches require
more than a decade to realize significant changes.
However, other states have shown that pulling from the
top of the education pipeline is more effective and pro-
duces results much faster. By strengthening higher educa-
tion, more and better teachers are produced for the K-12
system, standards are increased, expectations are raised,
economic development is enhanced, and resources are
raised across the board. 
5. Arkansas lags in the quality of, not the access to,
higher education. 
For a state of its size and population, Arkansas has an
abundance of 2- and 4-year colleges and universities.
Currently, it ranks 11th nationally in the number of pub-
licly supported colleges and universities per capita. 
States with public universities ranked4 among the Top 50
tend to have fewer institutions per capita. Now that
Arkansas has won the battle to provide wide access to its
higher education institutions, the next logical step is to
strengthen the quality of its existing colleges and universi-
ties. Concentrating limited resources on improving exist-
ing institutions is, at this point, a more effective strategy
for economic development than creating additional insti-
tutions.
2
3Who Will Stay and Who Will Leave?, Southern Growth 
Policies Board, Research Triangle Park, NC 27709.
4U.S. News & World Report ranking of 
the Top 50 public universities.
6. Strong research universities are necessary for states
to have healthy economies in the 21st century, but they
are not sufficient for economic prosperity—more is
required.
Due to the role universities play in the creation and
growth of human capital and intellectual capital and their
importance in the 21st century, enlightened leadership
across the nation has recognized it will be impossible for a
state to compete without a nationally competitive
research university.
States facing the 21st century with optimism have publicly
supported, nationally competitive research universities.
However, strong research universities alone are not suffi-
cient for healthy economies. In addition, there must be
support mechanisms to ensure that research benefits trans-
fer to states’ economies. Appropriate infrastructure and
venture capital must be available to assist both entrepre-
neurial start-up firms and existing firms.
Just as land-grant research universities responded to an
agrarian society in the 20th century, so must they respond
to the needs of businesses in the 21st century. Faculty and
staff must be aggressive in identifying and meeting the
needs of Arkansas business and industry.
Adequate resources for performing outreach are required.
Incentives must be provided to encourage businesses to
work in partnership with UA faculty and staff.
7. A source of funds dedicated to strengthening educa-
tion is needed. 
Must Arkansas always rank near or at the bottom nation-
ally in per capita income, education quality, and health?
The members of the 2010 Commission say, “No!“ Why do
they feel so strongly that Arkansas can compete effective-
ly against the nation’s strongest states? Because of their
own successes in creating and building world-class organi-
zations. In the business world, Arkansas-based firms can
compete with any in the world.
To transform Arkansas, a number of barriers to change
must be overcome.  Doing so requires a desire to change, a
game plan, and requisite resources.
The 2010 Commission was created to Make the Case for
Arkansas choosing the path less traveled, as Robert Frost
put it5; well traveled by others, the path to national com-
petitiveness has been less traveled by Arkansas.
Convincing Arkansans of the need for change is one of
the goals of the 2010 Commission. Another is pursuing a
game plan that produces wins in economic competitive-
ness and cultural advancement. This report is intended to
serve as the beginning of a game plan for the State’s politi-
cal leaders to take as their own—a plan that should put
Arkansas on the right path, one leading to prosperity and
an improved quality of life for all Arkansans.
Given the desire and the game plan, what else is required?
Having funds to implement the game plan. Based on the
experiences of other states, to transform Arkansas, a dedi-
cated source of funds is required. 
Some states have built research capacity in their research
universities by using special fees and/or taxes designated
for that purpose, using state-run lotteries with revenues
earmarked for education, dedicating all the tobacco settle-
ment money to research, and re-distributing funds within
the overall state budget. In the absence of dedicated
funds, the likelihood of policy makers having the political
will to make the tough choices inherent in re-prioritizing
the State’s budget is very small, indeed.
3
THE 2010 COMMISSION WAS CREATED TO MAKE THE CASE FOR
ARKANSAS CHOOSING THE ROAD LESS TRAVELED.
5Robert Frost, The Road Not Taken, 1916.
As long as it is perceived that anything done to strength-
en higher education will weaken other segments of the
State, there will be little support for the essential changes.
Put another way, as long as people think that letting high-
er education receive a larger slice of pie makes their slices
smaller, there is little hope of acceptance; the same applies
within the higher education community if it is perceived that
the University of Arkansas receives a bigger slice than in the
past.
A long-term, statewide view is needed. What must be
understood within the State is that making the University
of Arkansas stronger will not make other public colleges
and universities weaker. To the contrary, success will breed
success; as the University becomes stronger, the education
pipeline will become stronger, from kindergarten through
college. A strong University will create greater wealth for
the State and, correspondingly, greater support for all lev-
els of the educational system. 
The evidence from other states is clear: strengthening the
University of Arkansas will result in a much bigger pie for
Arkansas and result in larger slices for all Arkansans. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Twenty-five recommendations resulted from the work of
the 2010 Commission. A dozen are directed to the
Governor and General Assembly. Seven recommendations
are directed to business leaders in the State. The final six
recommendations are intended for the administration, fac-
ulty, and staff of the University of Arkansas.
GOVERNOR & GENERAL ASSEMBLY
1.   Place increased emphasis on strengthening existing
colleges and universities and improving academic
quality. In particular, support the University of
Arkansas in its efforts to become a nationally compet-
itive, student-centered research university.
2. Establish a dedicated source of funds to improve the
quality of higher education in Arkansas.
3. Complete the task of developing formulas to fund
higher education according to the differentiated roles
and missions of institutions. Evaluate previous propos-
als of formulas to address funding equity on at least a
regional basis of comparison, such as the Southern
Regional Education Board.
4. Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at
institutions showing the greatest promise for research
and scholarship. Increase the amount of funds avail-
able to all university researchers for required matches
on competitive research grants.
5. Develop a statewide
plan for competing in
the New Economy of
the 21st Century. In
particular, identify and







cine. Channel the nec-
essary financial
resources to these pri-
ority areas and institu-




and the Southern Technology Council to help create
this statewide plan.
6. Leverage private support by creating a dedicated State
fund to match private gifts to endow professorial
chairs and academic programs and to construct acade-
mic buildings.
7. Judiciously enhance incentives for venture capital and for
high technology firms to locate in Arkansas, as well as to
retain and strengthen in-state companies to prevent
them from migrating elsewhere. Build on statutes the
General Assembly passed in 2001 to accomplish this task.
8. Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increasing the
percentage of Arkansans with baccalaureate and post-
baccalaureate (master’s,  professional, and doctoral)
degrees.
9. Provide incentives for 2- and 4-year institutions to
collaborate by offering degrees on other campuses,
thereby avoiding unnecessary duplication and expand-
ing opportunities for Arkansans.
10. Support efforts to recruit high ability students from
other states and nations to attend college in Arkansas,
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courtesy of Arkansas Democrat-Gazette
thus helping build the technical workforce needed for
the New Economy. 
11. Upgrade the State’s information systems infrastructure
and fund a statewide digital library for use by public
libraries, as well as public and private colleges and 
universities.
12. Endorse the vision for the University of Arkansas to
emerge as “a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world.”
Support the University’s five major goals and provide
the increased funding necessary to attain them. Hold
the University accountable for the goals it has set, and
reward it appropriately as the goals are achieved.
BUSINESS LEADERS
13. Communicate to elected leaders the importance of
Arkansas’ being equipped to compete in the New
Economy, with emphasis on increased bachelor’s and
advanced degree production as well as research and
development capabilities.
14. Continue to evaluate the coincidence of job needs
and employee education and training levels and con-
sider the long-term value of hiring employees with 4-
year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets and assist
the State in increasing the number of adults having at
least a bachelor’s degree.
15. Pay nationally competitive salaries for college gradu-
ates and provide competitive benefits to attract out-
standing new talent to Arkansas and stem the exodus
of outstanding native talent to other states.
16. Provide time, opportunities and financial incentives
for employees to obtain bachelor’s and advanced
degrees (master’s, professional, and doctoral).
17. Invest in and become more involved in higher educa-
tion institutions. Provide increased philanthropic sup-
port. Sponsor research projects and contracts that bene-
fit business. Offer more opportunities for college stu-
dents through internships, externships, and mentoring
programs. Work with colleges and universities to devel-
op programs for students to become better aware of the
corporate and business sector and the opportunities
therein. Explore the creation of full partnerships with
colleges and universities to accomplish all of this and
more.
18. Define workforce development needs and communi-
cate them to appropriate colleges and universities.
19. Provide more educational opportunities and educa-
tional infrastructure for employees on site and/or in
the context of their working lives. Invest in distance
learning on site or by working with other businesses,
local high schools, National Guard units, and colleges
and universities to obtain access.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS
20. Realize the vision of becoming a nationally competi-
tive, student-centered research university serving
Arkansas and the world. Attain the five overarching
goals of (a) improving the quality and reputation of
the teaching, research and service programs; (b)
increasing the quality and size of the student body; (c)
increasing the diversity of the faculty, staff, and stu-
dent body; (d) increasing private support; and (e)
increasing state and federal support.
21. Focus on being counted among the best in the nation,
both as a university and as individual academic and
administrative units. Strive to be ranked among the
nation’s top 50 public universities. Continue to identi-
fy the competition to be other national research uni-
versities and their appropriate units. 
22. Achieve the specific enrollment, retention, gradua-
tion, research, and funding goals listed in Table 8.
23. Provide leadership for the education systems in the
State, public and private. Strive to increase research
capacity in the State by working with other colleges
and universities to insure that they become stronger
research partners.
24. Encourage students and parents to realize that higher
education is an investment, not an expense.
25. Communicate that the University of Arkansas is the
best hope for the State to have a nationally 
competitive research university, and that success in
the New Economy depends on having such an institu-
tion and the value it will bring to the State.
Communicate regularly with business, education, 
government, and media leaders throughout the State
regarding progress being made.
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INTRODUCTION
Mindful of the historic role played by theUniversity of Arkansas in the lives of allArkansans for 130 years, and in response to
opportunities presented by a new century and millennium,
John A. White, Chancellor of the University of Arkansas,
appointed a blue ribbon commission to provide advice and
counsel regarding the University’s vision and role in mov-
ing Arkansas and its people toward prosperity in the 21st
century.
Based on the premise that the futures of the University of
Arkansas and Arkansas are linked inextricably,
Chancellor White asked the commission of 92 leaders in
business, education, government, and the professions to
prepare a report Making the Case for Arkansas having a
nationally competitive, publicly supported research uni-
versity. Because the group was asked to prepare a 10-year
plan to position Arkansas to compete with the strongest
states in the nation, it was named the 2010 Commission.
UA VISION
The 2010 Commission’s first acts were to affirm the
University’s three-fold mission of teaching, research, and
service, and to endorse the UA vision: The University of
Arkansas is a nationally competitive, student-centered research
university serving Arkansas and the world.
The UA vision statement emphasizes the essential role
students play in the life of the University of Arkansas, as
well as the initial role the University plays in the lives of
its students and alumni. This special relationship is cap-
tured by a unique UA tradition, Senior Walk (Figure 1).
The names of all UA graduates are engraved in sidewalks
traversing the campus, memorialized for all time. 
UA students are key to the futures of Arkansas and the
University of Arkansas. For that reason, as shown in
Figure 2, a key UA goal is to enroll more students and
enable many more to graduate and receive bachelor’s and
advanced degrees. But for Arkansas to benefit fully from
their academic success, far more must be done.
Arkansas’ economy must be transformed, and university-
based research is key to the transformation. As shown in
this report, it yields dramatic returns on investment, and 
it builds opportunity for keeping talented UA graduates in
Arkansas to live and work.
The findings underscore the need for the University of
Arkansas to retain and recruit more students. It must keep
more Arkansans in the State for a college education
(retain), and it must be aggressive in bringing high ability
students from other states to the University of Arkansas
(recruit).
However, graduating more students is not sufficient to
insure that the State’s future economy will be robust. Even
dramatic growth in high-paying jobs will not keep every
University of Arkansas graduate in the State to work. As
much as one might like to keep all UA graduates in the
State, not all will choose to stay. But, by building loyalties
and lasting friendships, many will decide to return to
Arkansas and contribute to making it a stronger state for
all its citizens. 
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FIGURE 1. SENIOR WALK, A UNIQUE UA TRADITION
An added benefit of students having their names etched
on Senior Walk and remaining in the State is their appre-
ciation for the scholarly and discovery-based environment
found at the University of Arkansas, one that differenti-
ates the University from other higher education institu-
tions within the State. Even students who do not partici-
pate extensively in scientific and laboratory research are
exposed to scholarship and research that is changing how
people live, work, and play. They learn about unique
research that spurs economic development and opportuni-
ties for all Arkansans. Graduates take that awareness to
their communities, families, and friends.  
THE NEW ECONOMY
Much has been written about the so-called New Economy.
However, Arkansans don’t have to read about it—they
experience it! Plant closings across the State, particularly
in the Delta and the southern tier of the State, provide
ample evidence of changes in the economy. 
Communities depending on firms that compete using low-
skilled and low-paid labor generally find that the Arkansas
location is temporary. Soon, such firms move to South
America, Central America, Africa, or Asia, where labor
(with equal or superior skills) is available at a fraction of
U.S. labor rates.
When knowledge, not low skills, is critical to a firm’s
future, then employers’ decisions of where to create jobs
will be influenced by the availability of highly educated
and highly skilled people—the kinds of jobs all states
want.
Today, when governors discuss competing, they don’t
mean games on athletic fields; instead, they discuss the
competition that occurs in academic fields such as mathe-
matics, physics, electrical engineering, information sys-
tems, computer science and engineering, bioengineering,
biology, chemical engineering, chemistry, accounting, eco-
nomics, finance, and logistics. 
In writing on the Future of the South, governor of
Arkansas, Mike Huckabee, noted, “To transform the South
into a world leader in education and build the knowledge-
based businesses that will fuel economic growth in the 21st
century, we must move quickly. We are not the only ones to
realize the quality of our economy is directly related to the
quality of our workforce. Upgrading the quality of our work-
force will take time, even when using the best and most mod-
ern tools.” He went on to say, “We must act now, act deci-
sively and act for the long term, looking out for our children,
grandchildren and great-grandchildren. We must act so that a
century from now when the governor of Arkansas in 2101 is
writing this, he or she will be reflecting back on a century of
prosperity and dreams fulfilled, not lost hopes and broken
promises.”6
The New Economy depends less on making and growing
things and more on innovations and ideas. It is less reliant
on natural resources, but more reliant on intellectual and
human resources—on well-educated people. 
States positioned to take advantage of the New Economy
are those that have made long-term, sustained, and signifi-
cant investment in their research and development capac-
ity. Generally, states make research and development
(R&D) investments in the strongest academic fields with-
in their research universities. 
Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the Federal Reserve
System’s Board of Governors, noted the role research uni-
versities play in the New Economy: “Beyond [their] highly
visible achievements, what has made our research universities
so extraordinarily productive is their promotion of peer-
reviewed scholarship and the value they place on creativity and
risk-taking. Although some innovations move quickly from the
development stage to applications, we cannot accurately predict
which particular scientific advance will ultimately prove valu-
able.”7
The role of research in the New Economy is understood
by many. Increasingly, Arkansans in positions of influence 
6Mike Huckabee, “A Conversation on the Future 
of the South-Part I,” Southern Growth magazine, 
Vol. 1, No.1, Spring 2001, p. 32.
7From a speech at the annual meeting of the 
American Council on Education, 1999.
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UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS GOALS
 Improve quality and reputation through 
programs of excellence in teaching, research,
and service
 Increase the quality and size of the student
body
 Increase the diversity of the faculty, staff, and
student body
 Increase private support
 Increase public support
are recognizing the fundamental shift that has occurred in
how states compete. While it is not too late to respond,
considerable ground has been lost to other states and
much must be done to catch the competition. 
The nation’s governors have given special attention to the
fundamental shift that has occurred. For example, at a
recent meeting of the National Governors’ Association
the following was noted, “Technology industries are driving
the new economy. States that position themselves to take
advantage of this changing economic environment will realize
its benefits; those that do not will see a widening income gap
and declining revenue base. Growing state economies in this
new century will require building a strong R&D base to sup-
port the burgeoning technology industries.”8
The world’s economy has shifted to a greater dependence
on educated people. James B. Hunt, Jr., former governor of
North Carolina and Chair of the National Center for
Public Policy and Higher Education, noted the role of
education in defining the future, “Broad educational oppor-
tunity is as critical for the nation and states as it is for individu-
als. The economic and civic prospects for communities, states,
and nations that fall behind educationally are dim.”
In the New Economy, business relies on people contribut-
ing mental, not physical, skills. Knowledge has become
the key competitive tool for advanced nations and states.
As knowledge becomes the coin of the realm, states must
have a balanced human capital portfolio which ranges
from high school through doctoral graduates.
On March 13, 2001, Governor Paul E. Patton of
Kentucky, Chair of the Southern Governors’ Association,
reminded the members of an SGA advisory committee
that research universities produce two kinds of capital that
are essential for success in the New Economy—intellectual
capital and human capital. Whereas the wealth of a person,
state, or nation was once defined solely in terms of physi-
cal capital, today intellectual and human capital are major
determinants of wealth.
He also noted that states have responsibilities for capital
formation due to their historic responsibilities to provide
their citizens  educational opportunities.
There are two key aspects of intellectual capital: it is renewable
and it is infinitely divisible. Intellectual capital can be
renewed with education and research; because it can be
shared with others without reduction, it is infinitely divisible.
NEW ATTITUDE NEEDED
To realize the UA vision and an equivalent vision for
Arkansas, a fundamental change must occur. Enlightened
leaders must emerge, leaders who believe it is possible for
Arkansas to make strides equivalent to those made, for
example, by North Carolina. 
Too many Arkansans believe “We’re Going to Be Poor,
and We’re Going to Stay Poor,” as a December 25, 2000,
headline read in Arkansas Business. The 2010 Commission
believes the University of Arkansas can become a nation-
ally competitive research university during this decade; it
believes that Arkansas can achieve in the next 40 years
what Georgia, North Carolina, and Texas, and other states
achieved during the past 40 years.
Why do the 2010 Commission members believe it is possi-
ble for Arkansas to be counted among the nation’s
strongest states? Because many of them faced and over-
came obstacles just as formidable as Arkansas faces, and
they were able to build world-class companies and reputa-
tions right here in Arkansas.
Also, the 2010 Commission members believe the
University of Arkansas can realize its vision and be counted
among the nation’s Top 50 public research universities.
Why? Because they know that except for a defining
moment 44 years ago in the State’s history, the future of the
University of Arkansas would have been quite different.
HISTORICAL CONTEXT
Historians have noted that during the late 1940s and early
1950s, the University of Arkansas was on the same trajec-
tory as the University of North Carolina, the University
of Texas, and the University of Wisconsin, among others.
Under the leadership of Presidents Lewis Webster Jones
and John Tyler Caldwell, the University of Arkansas
attracted some of the best faculty and students in the
nation, including future University of Wisconsin President
Fred Harvey Harrington, future U.S. Senator Claude
Pepper, and future internationally renowned architect
Edward Durell Stone.
Beginning in the late 1950s and lasting more than a
decade, a host of external events and crises halted that
progress. Due to a state-mandated loyalty oath, talented
faculty left the University, and others of equal caliber were
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8Dan Bergland and Marianne Clark, Using Research and Development
to Grow State Economies, National Governors’ Association, 2000.
reluctant to join it. The University came under censure by
the American Association of University Professors.
Funding for the institution languished.  
The downward trend was gradually halted and then
reversed, beginning in the late 1960s. Long-dormant doc-
toral programs were revived. The University’s leadership
took advantage of a tight job market and hired extraordi-
nary faculty from across the nation and around the world.
Although the University of
Arkansas renewed the pur-
suit of its national peers,
much ground had been lost
and the pace of the compe-
tition had picked up.
Despite the University’s
progress in the 1970s,
1980s, and into the early
1990s, the gap between the
University and its national
peers did not close appre-
ciably. In recent years,
however, the University of
Arkansas has made substan-
tial gains on key fronts—
fundraising, student quality,
diversity, and academic rep-
utation. As a result, the
University is now poised to
close the gap on several of its national competitors.
COMMUNICATE THE VISION
While the UA vision is clear to the members of the 2010
Commission, it does not appear to be well understood by
many citizens of Arkansas. The benefits of a nationally
competitive research university for all Arkansans have not
been communicated effectively. Too few Arkansans are
convinced that their State’s prosperity depends on the suc-
cess of the University of Arkansas. Can they be convinced
to support what it takes to build and sustain a research uni-
versity meeting their economic, social, cultural, and health
care needs? Other states have faced the same challenges
and have obtained support to effect necessary changes.
Based on its findings, the 2010 Commission believes the
support of Arkansans will occur. The evidence  supporting
transformational change is so strong that the Commission
believes there will be support to make the changes that
are necessary for Arkansas to compete effectively in the
21st century.
PEER 7
The 2010 Commission compared Arkansas with seven
peer states, hereafter referred to as the Peer 7: Georgia,
Iowa, Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and
Virginia. Iowa was chosen because its population and geo-
graphic size are similar to Arkansas’ and because its educa-
tional system is very different from that in Arkansas.
North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia were chosen due to
their long histories of emphasis on quality in higher edu-
cation. Georgia was included because of the progress made
during the 1990s. Kentucky and Tennessee were included
due to recent statements their governors made regarding
goals for their research universities.
MAKING THE CASE
This report, presenting the work of the 2010 Commission,
is intended to:
 Show that recent higher education initiatives, includ-
ing the development of a 35-member public university
and college network in Arkansas, have only partially
addressed the need for higher quality education and
more participation by high school graduates and
adults.  
 Proffer that higher education plays a vital role in a
free society by preparing students with liberal arts
backgrounds, problem solving skills, a love for lifelong
learning, and professional values and attitudes; mak-
ing vitally important discoveries; acting as stewards of
heritage and culture; helping society interpret and use
information; and enriching personal and community
lives.
 Demonstrate that research universities nationally
have contributed markedly to economic productivity
and cultural richness in states where state, federal,
and private support matched the needs of statewide
communities.
 Compare the State of Arkansas and the University of
Arkansas with other states and universities where
there has been adequate, sustained public investment. 
 Suggest that the UA goals for 2010 place it on a track
for success in serving the research university needs of
Arkansas.
 Make the case that increased public support—coupled
with efforts by faculty, students, staff, and administra-
tors to raise federal and private support—can close
the gap and produce a research university all
Arkansans can value and take pride in—well into the
21st century.
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Arkansas faces many formidable challenges.Education, for example, poses many complexissues, but no more so than poverty, crime,
health, divorce, and other societal problems confronting
policy makers. Education is a pressing issue for the State’s
citizens, according to the fall 2000 Arkansas Poll con-
ducted by University of Arkansas researchers. To a ques-
tion about the most important problem facing Arkansas
today, 32.6 percent of the poll’s respondents said “educa-
tion.” In second place was “drugs,” at 20.8 percent; fol-
lowed by “morality,” at 15.9 percent; “taxes,” at 8.8 per-
cent; “crime,” at 8.6 percent; and “the economy,” at 7.9 
percent.
Late in 2000, the National Center for Public Policy and
Higher Education announced the results of its first state-
by-state report card on state policy as it affects higher
education. The report focused on the value the states
gave to higher education as a goal for its citizens and
measured the effectiveness of state policy as it affected
the state’s success in educating its citizens and preparing
them for high-level jobs. Each state was evaluated on the
following factors and their affect on the state economy: 
 K-12 preparation; 
 the college going rate; 
 affordability for all students;
 graduation rates; and
 percent of adults with degrees.
For decades, national report cards on the quality of edu-
cation in states have produced unacceptable grades for
Arkansas. The latest report card was no exception.
Arkansas policy and its results received one of the lowest
grades in the nation. On the 5 factors graded, Arkansas
received letter grades of D, D-, C+, D+, and D-, for an
average grade of D.
Arkansas simply lacks the educated workforce needed to
compete in the New Economy. The Census 2000 reports
that Arkansas’ percent of adults with at least a bachelor’s
degree ranks 49th out of 50 states and the District of
Columbia. Building an educated workforce requires not
only graduating more students but also increasing the
number of competitive jobs that will encourage them to
stay and work in Arkansas.
Throughout the 20th century, there were repeated
attempts by Arkansas political leaders to improve the
quality of education by pushing from the bottom of the
education pipeline and focusing on K-12. Such approach-
es require more than a decade to reap significant benefits.
However, other states have shown that pulling from the
top of the education pipeline produces better results,
faster!
RECENT EFFORTS
In 1985, the Arkansas Business Council challenged the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching to
answer the question: How do we improve public higher
education in Arkansas? The answer, in a 1988 report—
Rise to Excellence, Higher Education in Arkansas—led to the
development of a system of 35 institutions (see Figure 3)
to expand the number of college students in Arkansas and
meet their education needs. 
Reconfiguring and expanding the public higher education
system resulted in the college going rate increasing from
41.6 percent in 1985 to 57.3 percent in 1992; at the same
time, as shown in Table 1, the gap between Arkansas’ rate 


























































FIGURE 3. LOCATIONS OF ARKANSAS’ 35 PUBLIC COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES9
and the U.S. rate narrowed from 16.1 percent to 4.6 per-
cent. However, after 1992, Arkansas’ college going rate
declined slightly and the gap between the Arkansas and
the U.S. rates widened from 4.6 percent to 9.5 percent
showing the impact of the New Economy.
LEARN MORE, EARN MORE
Educational achievement determines annual income as
shown in Table 2. There are direct financial advantages to
education beyond high school. Moreover, each degree
beyond a bachelor’s raises earnings even more. On aver-
age, there is a $13,000 difference in annual income
between having an associate’s degree and a bachelor’s
degree and a $9,000 difference between having a master’s
degree and a bachelor’s degree;  there is a $31,000 salary
difference between having a master’s and a doctorate and
a $15,000 difference between professional and doctorate
degree holders’ salaries.
MORE VERSUS BETTER
Changes in higher education over the past 15 years
increased access for Arkansans to 2-year and 4-year insti-
tutions by increasing the number of institutions.  Table 3
shows that Arkansas ranks 11th nationally in per capita
access to public higher education. Compared to the Peer
7, Arkansas heads the list with its number of public col-
leges and universities per million people (13.3) being
twice the national average. Arkansas pursued a successful
strategy of having more colleges; now, it must pursue a
path of having better colleges.
As shown in Table 3, no Arkansas university is ranked
among the nationally recognized Top 50 public universi-
ties. However, 5 of the Peer 7 states (Georgia, Iowa,
North Carolina,  Texas, and Virginia) have two or three
ranked on the Top 50 list. Kentucky recently began
investing significant resources in the University of
Kentucky and the University of Louisville with the goals


























TABLE 1. ARKANSAS AND U.S. COLLEGE GOING RATES (1985-1998)

















Source: Educational Attainment—People 25 Years Old and Older, by Total Money Earnings in 1999, Work Experience in 1999, Age, Race, Hispanic
Origin, and Sex, U.S. Census Bureau, March 2000.
TABLE 3. PER CAPITA ACCESS AND TOP-RANKED PUBLIC NATIONAL UNIVERSITIES IN ARKANSAS AND THE PEER 7 STATES
(USING U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT’S 2000 RANKING)
TABLE 4. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY STATE: PERCENT OF THE POPULATION 25 YEARS AND OLDER HAVING COMPLETED HIGH
SCHOOL AND HAVING BACHELOR’S OR HIGHER DEGREE AND RANK OUT OF 50 STATES AND WASHINGTON, D.C.
universities and being ranked among the Top 50 public
universities.
Unfortunately, as shown in Table 4, increasing access has
not resulted in large numbers of Arkansans having a bach-
elor’s degree. While Arkansas ranks ahead of Kentucky,
North Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas among  the Peer 7
in percent of adults completing high school, it ranks below
all of the Peer 7 states in percent of adults with at least a
bachelor’s degree. This points out the need for additional
attention being given to higher education in Arkansas.
The record shows that, during the 1990s, Arkansas invested
significant resources in building a large network of 
institutions. Other states focused their resources on devel-
oping nationally competitive research universities, while
also significantly exceeding the Arkansas college going rate. 
Following World War II, many states, including Texas and
Iowa, began investing in higher education. North
Carolina made its defining investment 40 years ago; in the
last decade, Georgia invested strategically in its research
universities. Noting the results of the transforming invest-
ments made by North Carolina and Georgia, Kentucky
and Tennessee announced plans to do likewise.
It is instructive to note that focused investment was rec-















































































(Source: Census 2000, U.S. Census Bureau)
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Commission: “It is our conviction that Arkansas higher educa-
tion can rise no higher than its most distinguished institution. 
Therefore, attention must be given to strengthening the
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville. This campus must pro-
vide the core of research, the symbol of scholarly excellence, for
the state’s network of higher learning institutions.”
PICKING UP THE PACE
One measure of how successful an institution has been in
creating a credible research program is the level of federal
R&D (research and development) funding going to the
university. While the University has made progress in
competing for federal research dollars, much ground
remains to be gained. For example, the U.S. average for
federal R&D investment per capita is $278; in Arkansas
the average is only $47. Likewise, the U.S. per capita
average of federal R&D investment in higher education is
$56, but the per capita federal R&D investment in higher
education in Arkansas is only $16. It is clear that
Arkansas has not been effective in competing for federal
research and education dollars.
The Carnegie Commission’s findings are all the more
important, given the poor record of success in securing
federal research support. They note what is needed if the
University is to compete more effectively—focused invest-
ment and seed funding!
The adage, success breeds success, certainly applies to
building a successful research program. To win in competi-
tions for research funding, more is required than innova-
tive faculty, staff, and students with bright ideas. They also
must have the necessary equipment and facilities. And, if
they lack a tradition of success, they must have something
else—required matching funds from the state!
States that attract the most federal and private support are
those that have made significant investments in their
research universities. Based on the success of others, it is
clear that state support must lead federal support. If a state
does not invest first, it is difficult to obtain federal R&D
support.
The past biennium proves the need for Arkansas to step
up first. Due to State funding for required research match-
ing in 1999, UA faculty attracted a total of $49 million
from all sources for R&D during fiscal year 1999/00. This
represents a remarkable 18.3 percent increase over the
previous year.  
Such success in securing federal R&D funding also can be
directly traced to the Arkansas College Savings Bonds
enacted by the voters in 1990. This initiative financed a
decade of capital improvements, greatly enhancing the
quality of UA research laboratories.
Major gains have occurred beyond R&D funding success.
For example, records have been set in the levels of private
funding support received. 
In 1998, the University entered the quiet phase of a major
capital campaign, called the Campaign for the Twenty-First
Century. It follows a successful private fund raising effort,
the Campaign for Arkansas, which raised $178 million
between 1989 and 1996.
During and since the Campaign for Arkansas, the
University has greatly increased its scholarship support.
Private investment led to significant numbers of scholar-
ships that are keeping more of Arkansas’ best students in
the State to study at the University. 
Increased scholarship support and the University’s improv-
ing academic reputation resulted in significant improve-
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STATES THAT ATTRACT THE MOST FEDERAL AND PRIVATE SUPPORT ARE
THOSE THAT HAVE MADE SIGNIFICANT INVESTMENTS IN THEIR
RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES. 
ments in the quality of the freshman class, as measured by
high school grade point averages, class rank, and standard-
ized test scores. Due to the University’s heightened com-
mitment to raising the University’s 6-year graduation rate,
the retention rate for all undergraduate students is
improving each year.
Until 1998, the University’s annual private support had
averaged between $25 and $30 million. That changed
when The Walton Family Charitable Trust made a $50
million gift to the Sam M. Walton College of Business.
The gift provided momentum for the Walton College and
the entire University. In that year alone, a record $98 mil-
lion was received in private support. The following year,
private support totaled $83 million, and the University’s
endowment grew to $244.8 million as of June 30, 2000.
Even with two extraordinary years of private support, the
UA endowment ranks 10th among the 12 universities in
the Southeastern Athletic Conference. Given the size and
mission of the University of Arkansas, its endowment
should be twice its current size. And, given the extraordi-
nary efforts being made by other public research universi-
ties, the UA endowment must grow to $1 billion by 2010
to be nationally competitive. 
Despite the successes in securing federal R&D funding
and in raising the levels of private support to unprece-
dented levels, more must be done if the University of
Arkansas is to be counted in the first tier of public
research universities.
The bottom line is this: the University of Arkansas must
pick up the pace in obtaining both public and private sup-
port for its mission. 
RIGHT SIZING
In addition to the University of Arkansas needing to pick
up the pace in securing research funding and private sup-
port, its enrollment must grow. Its breadth of mission is
similar to other national research universities; for exam-
ple, in 1997 the number of degree programs (bachelor’s,
master’s, doctoral, and other) was approximately the same
as Louisiana State University, with an enrollment of
25,000 versus a UA enrollment of 14,750. 
During the 1996-97 academic year, the University of
Arkansas had 231 degree programs, which equaled 1.55 per
100 students. At the time, that was the largest ratio among
54 national, public research universities. The median of the
54 universities was 0.85 degree programs per 100 students. 
During the 2000-01 academic year, the number of degree
programs totaled 192, for a ratio of 1.25 per 100 students.
For the University to have 0.85 degree programs per 100
students with its current enrollment, more than 60 degree
programs would have to be eliminated, resulting in a sub-
stantial reduction in its mission. On the other hand, given
its current number of degree programs, its enrollment
would have to increase to 22,500 to reach the median
level of 0.85.
Does the University of Arkansas have adequate capacity
for growth? With only 10 percent of undergraduate classes
having more than 50 students enrolled, and 44 percent of
undergraduate classes having fewer than 20 students
enrolled, the University can absorb considerable growth,
particularly in the junior and senior years. Since it is
unlikely that growth will occur uniformly over the acade-
mic disciplines, it is expected that new construction will
be required to accommodate the fastest growing and newly
emerging disciplines. It is also expected that the growth in
research funding will necessitate the addition of research
space for new faculty, graduate students, and staff, as well
as research laboratories and library holdings.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS HAS ADEQUATE CAPACITY TO ABSORB
CONSIDERABLE GROWTH, PARTICULARY IN THE JUNIOR AND SENIOR YEARS.
It is also clear, given the investment Arkansas has made in
2-year colleges, that efforts must be directed at getting
more 2-year graduates to pursue 4-year degrees. The data in
Tables 1, 2, and 3 certainly support the UA growth goal.
Based on an assessment of the growth potential through
increased retention of undergraduate students, increased
numbers of transfer and non-resident students, modest
increases in the size of the freshman class, and growth in
the size of graduate programs, University leadership has
established an enrollment goal of 22,500 by 2010. 
SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY
To better understand the magnitude of the challenges fac-
ing Arkansas, consider The Dynamics of Technology-Based
Economic Development: State Science & Technology
Indicators, a June 2000 report published by the U.S.
Department of Commerce’s Office of Technology Policy. It
analyzed 37 indicators of the technology infrastructure of
the 50 states. In Appendix B, Arkansas is compared with
the Peer 7 using 37 metrics.
Arkansas had a median rank of 45. On only 10 of the 37
indicators did it rank among the top 40 states. The median
rankings for the Peer 7 ranged from 8 to 40 with Kentucky
and Tennessee having the poorest performances. It should
be recalled that they are the two states that only recently
made commitments to transform their flagship universities
into nationally competitive research universities.
The University fared relatively well on some measures, but
Arkansas’ science and technology (S&T) infrastructure
requires investments across
the board. The State’s
S&T infrastructure is woe-
fully inadequate for the
requirements of the New
Economy. It must find a
way to fund human
resources, capital invest-
ment, business assistance,
technology intensity of the
business base, and outcome
measures. 
The gravity of the situa-
tion Arkansas faces is illus-
trated by a New Economy
Index developed in 2001
by the Milken Institute.
Based on a dozen indicators
of a state’s readiness for the New Economy, the Milken
Institute developed a report card using the following eco-
nomic indicators:
 percent of population 25 and older with bachelor’s or
higher degree (2000);
 percent of population 25 and older with advanced
degree (2000);
 percent of population who have doctorates in engi-
neering and science (1997);
 exports as percent of gross state product (1999);
 federal R&D expenditures per capita (1997);
 industry R&D expenditures per capita (1997);
 academic R&D expenditures per capita (1997);
 Small Business Innovation Research awards per
100,000 population (1990-1998);
 patents issued per 100,000 population (1998);
 business starts per 100,000 population (1999);
 venture capital invested as a percent of gross state
product (1999); and
 proceeds from initial public offerings as a percent of
gross state product (1997-1999).
The nation’s research universities contribute directly to at
least 7 of the 12 economic indicators.
Arkansas ranked 50th with a point total of 10.0. The Peer
7 states’ rankings and point totals were:
 Georgia: 19th; 59.8
 Iowa: 43rd; 29.2
 Kentucky: 46th; 24.8
 North Carolina: 24th; 53.8
 Tennessee: 32nd; 41.5
 Texas: 16th; 63.3
 Virginia: 13th; 68.0
The highest ranked state, with a total of 92.3 points, was
Massachusetts—known for its nationally competitive
research universities. West Virginia ranked 49th, with 16.3
points. A rank order listing of all states is given in
Appendix C.
The evidence is overwhelming with respect to what
Arkansas must do to compete effectively in the 21st cen-
tury. It must invest strategically to create significantly
greater human capital and intellectual capital.
DIVERSITY
The University’s location, generally considered an asset
because of its natural beauty, is a barrier to recruiting a
student body that matches Arkansas’ demography.
Currently, 16 percent of Arkansans are African American. 
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ARKANSAS’ SCIENCE AND TECHNOL-
OGY INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRES
INVESTMENTS ACROSS THE BOARD.
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With a new interstate
highway and new regional
airport connecting north-
west Arkansas to the rest
of the State and beyond,
long-standing access prob-
lems have been solved.
Now the University must
take action to create a
more comfortable place for
people of all cultures.
Some of the University of
Arkansas’ diversity chal-
lenges are illustrated by the
Census 2000 results. The
State’s population grew
13.7 percent from 1990 to
a total of 2.67 million in
2000 with a significant
fraction of the growth due to an influx of Hispanics, par-
ticularly in northwest Arkansas. The Delta region, 
heavily African American in composition, lost popula-
tion. The census data showed that the 11 Delta counties
lost an average of 10 percent or more of their populations.
Arkansas continues to rank 33rd nationally in population.
The population center continues to shift northwesterly
and currently is near Toad Suck in Perry County.10
Of the 2.67 million residents, 80 percent identified them-
selves as white. The largest minority group in the State, at
419,000, remains African Americans. The Hispanic popu-
lation grew from about 20,000 in 1990 to 86,866 in 2000,
with most of the growth occurring in Benton and
Washington Counties.
A map showing the percent change in population by coun-
ty from 1990 to 2000 is given in Figure 4. A diversity


















































































FIGURE 4. PERCENT CHANGE IN POPULATION BY COUNTY. 
(FROM U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, CENSUS 2000 RESULTS; PREPARED BY UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS CENTER FOR BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH.
BASED ON FIGURE ON U.S.A. TODAY’S CENSUS 2000 WEB SITE, WITH PERMISSION OF U.S.A. TODAY.)
10From March 14, 2001, USA Today and 
http:\\census.usatoday.com, reprinted with permission.
THE U OF A MUST CREATE




















































































FIGURE 5. ARKANSAS’ DIVERSITY INDEX BY COUNTY. 
(FROM U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, CENSUS 2000 RESULTS; PREPARED BY UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS CENTER FOR BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH.
BASED ON FIGURE ON U.S.A. TODAY’S CENSUS 2000 WEB SITE, WITH PERMISSION OF U.S.A. TODAY.)
the probability that two people chosen randomly from a
county are of different races and ethnicity.
Although the University of Arkansas has made progress in
increasing the number of African Americans on its faculty
and in its student body, it must do more to achieve its
diversity goals. That means much more also must be done
to increase the participation of the growing Hispanic com-
munity.
Clearly, creating diversity is a challenge and a priority for
the University of Arkansas and the State of Arkansas.
The State’s diversity can be one of its strengths, particu-
larly if the higher education community responds appro-
priately. 
Arkansas faces challenges in the New Economy; likewise,
it faces challenges with its New Demography. Treating
both challenges as opportunities and responding accord-
ingly is essential for both the State and the University of
Arkansas. 
SUMMARY
In summary, formidable challenges face the State and the
University of Arkansas as they work together to effect
improvements and provide a bright future for all. The
path ahead is clear. In the New Economy, knowledge is
the infrastructure most critical to the futures of nations,
states, and individuals. 
While much is required, Arkansas’ future depends on it
having a nationally competitive, publicly supported
research university. With nine 4-year public universities,
there are other potential candidates. However, only one
has a reasonable chance of joining the ranks of the
nation’s best research universities, the State’s comprehen-
sive research and land-grant university, the University of
Arkansas. 
HOW THEY BEGAN
The story of modern American research universitiesbegins in the early 20th century. Between 1900and 1940, the United States’ economy, its educa-
tion institutions, and the culture were greatly influenced
by the large rural population. But, World War II changed
all of that. America faced the prospect of global oppres-
sion and horror unless it awakened and crafted a model for
research investment and collaborations—previously
untried.
For example, the U.S. was faced with the significant loss
of troops to malaria during combat in the South Pacific,
after the Japanese had cut off supplies of quinine from
Southeast Asia. What was the solution? Synthetic anti-
malarial drugs designed and developed primarily by teams
of university researchers, consisting of physicians, microbi-
ologists, and chemists, working in collaboration conduct-
ing interdisciplinary research—the likes of which the
world had never known. 
Parallel research efforts were mounted for weapons develop-
ment, including the nuclear fission research and collabora-
tions being pursued across the United States from
Princeton, New Jersey, to Chicago, Illinois, to Los Alamos,
New Mexico, to Richland, Washington. 
Near the end of World War II, President Roosevelt com-
missioned Vannevar Bush, Chairman of the Office of
Scientific Research and Development and President of the
Carnegie Institution, to prepare a report that, ultimately,
would be presented to President Truman in 1945, three
months after President Roosevelt’s death. Bush’s report—
Science: The Endless Frontier—noted that the country’s
wartime success based on federally sponsored research
could serve as a model for continuing security and 
economic growth. 
Bush’s prophecy could not have been truer. And, while the
nation’s commitments to federally sponsored research have
gone through ups and downs, the overall growth through
the 1990s was remarkable. 
For fiscal year 2000, the federal research commitment
totaled approximately $85 billion. When coupled with pri-
vate sector research and development, our national research
establishment is valued at more than $100 billion. It has
enabled and empowered global democratic movements and
propelled the U.S. to the world’s scientific, technological,
and economic forefront. 
Today, a significant portion of federally sponsored research
is conducted by faculty, students, and staff in America’s
research universities. 
As indicated in Table 5, 54 of the nation’s public research
universities are major recipients of this federal research
sponsorship.
When the national research investment is combined with
support from states, corporations, and other private
sources, the result is a formidable engine with power to
drive national economic and cultural change. (Corporate
funding is generally 8 to 10 percent of public university
research budgets.)
The 2000 National Governors’ Association’s report, Using
Research & Development to Grow State Economies, contains
a summary of the benefits of investment in America’s
research universities. As noted by the nation’s gubernatori-




 a vibrant entrepreneurial climate; and
 enhanced venture capital availability.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS
The above factors influence well-recognized economic
enhancing effects of federal and other research invest-
ments in research universities. Indeed, the University of
Arkansas Center for Business and Economic Research
(CBER) recently determined that each dollar invested in
Arkansas-based research yields an annual return on
investment to the Arkansas economy of 23.2 percent. 
This economic enhancing effect has direct benefits in
terms of per capita income, job growth, and private
investment, and is best exemplified, at the University of
Arkansas, by the Engineering Research Center (ERC) and





At Genesis, high-tech companies like New Integral Wave
Technologies get their start, and existing companies
engage the expertise of UA faculty and the skills of UA
students in developing new products. Current and former
companies of Genesis are responsible for creating more
than 900 new Arkansas jobs—high-paying jobs requiring
the scientific and technical skills of college graduates.
In 1999, Genesis created a job a day in Arkansas. Named
the National Business Incubator of the year in 1992,
Genesis continues its tradition of leadership today, provid-
ing a shining example of the economic enhancing effect
of university-based sponsored research.
A UNIQUE STATUS
Currently, among the 35 public institutions of higher
learning in the State, the University of Arkansas is the
only university classified by the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching as a doctoral/research uni-
versity—extensive. The Carnegie Foundation examines all
colleges and universities in the nation and arranges them
into groupings based on their stated mission and other cri-
teria such as the number of doctoral graduates they pro-
duce annually.
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TABLE 5. FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING TO 54 PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES: FY 1998
Source: Federal Science and Engineering Support to Universities, Colleges and Nonprofit Institutions: FY 1998, National Science
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Georgia Institute of Technology
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North Carolina State University-Raleigh
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The University of Arkansas is ranked with 149 other
research universities in the top category: doctoral/research
university-extensive. The University of Arkansas for
Medical Sciences, which conducts substantial research, is
categorized as a specialized institution. Thus, the
University of Arkansas is classified as the State’s only
major research university—a term commonly used in the
United States.
BENEFITS TO SOCIETY
If asked to cite the principal benefits of research universi-
ties, most would begin with the education obtained by stu-
dents, undergraduate and graduate. Undoubtedly, successes
in both undergraduate and graduate education are the
anchors of higher education. However, they are not the
only components. Based on their distinct missions,
research universities are responsible for multiple contribu-
tions, including:
 making discoveries;
 producing scholarly and creative works;
 being stewards of heritage and culture; and
 transmitting knowledge and wisdom.
Discoveries are made by individuals and teams of
researchers at work in interdisciplinary centers. Research
universities run the gamut from breakthroughs in science
to new applied knowledge in engineering, and to new
methods and techniques of research for the social sciences.
Actual findings may range from basic understanding of 
biological cell function to the packaging of electronic 
components on high-density chips. Research leading to 
discoveries may occur in fields as varied as archeology,
electrical engineering, mathematics, plant science, psy-
chology, and sociology. 
The role of research universities in economic development
has captured the spotlight at federal and state levels. While
research universities have proven to be economic engines
for many states and the return on investments made in
university-based research is eye-catching, it would be a
mistake to assume that research universities do not con-
tribute beyond their impact on economic development.
In addition to original discoveries, faculty, students, and
other members of higher education institutions make sig-
nificant contributions to scholarly and creative works. The
former includes historical treatises, literary criticism, and
analyses of social and political documents and activities
from government policies to educational practices. 
In contrast, creative works include the crafting of novels,
poems, plays, and works of art and music. Musical and the-
atrical performances provide other means of expressing cre-
ativity and are both valued and common events at major
universities.
In addition to research, scholarship, and creative endeav-
ors, higher education institutions serve as stewards of her-
itage and culture. Thus, museums, libraries, theaters, and
other performance centers are found at research universi-
ties. At the University of Arkansas, performance units such
as these are not only centers of study and performance but
also laboratories for research and scholarship of various
types. They are invaluable in the holistic education of all
students. 
Beyond stewardship, higher education institutions develop
and disseminate knowledge and wisdom. These efforts are
accomplished through seminars and workshops, such as
ElderHostel, as well as through institutes, continuing edu-
cation programs, and university presses. In fact, the
University of Arkansas Press publishes and markets schol-
arly books and works of great popular interest, including
such recent publications as Leaving Readers Behind, edited
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HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS SERVE AS STEWARDS OF HERITAGE
AND CULTURE.
by Gene Roberts, and  A
Piece of My Soul: Quilts by
Black Arkansans, by Cuesta
Benberry.
Research universities make
myriad contributions to soci-
ety through the education
and training of students;
through research, scholarship,
and creative efforts; through
stewardship of heritage and
culture; and through trans-
mission of knowledge and
wisdom. These contributions
enrich and inform society
and are the ways in which
the University of Arkansas
responds to the intellectual,
economic, and cultural
imperatives of Arkansas and the world.
BENEFITS TO ARKANSAS
The economic impact of university-based research was
summarized in the 2000 RAND report, Discovery and
Innovation, which concluded: “When the locations of feder-
al laboratories and major federally funded R&D activities at
universities are mapped with the locations of high-technology
start-up companies, the ripple effects of federal R&D invest-
ments on regional and local economies become [clear].”
That clarity today echoes in the voices of policy makers
and opinion writers across America. As noted by Jeff
Madrick (editor of Challenge Magazine) in the business
section of the New York Times, “Now, economists believe
educational attainment is the foremost economic resource of a
nation.” A similar view is held by Georgia Kimbro Elrod,
Chair of the Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, who noted, “There is such a direct link between the
education level of the populace and the financial prosperity of
the State that it benefits everybody. I don’t think that a dollar
could be better spent than in putting it into the higher education
system.”
Continuing the theme, Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, recently asserted: “If we are to
remain preeminent in transforming knowledge into economic
value, the U.S. system of higher education must remain the
world’s leader in generating scientific and technological break-
throughs and in preparing workers to meet the evolving
demands for skilled labor.”
Thus, the UA vision of being a nationally competitive,
student-centered research university serving Arkansas and
the world makes sense in a state, regional, and global con-
text. However, to realize the vision, investments will
require careful direction.
A wise research university provost once noted, “A research
university should be known as much for what it does not do as
for what it does.” Put another way, investment cries out for
prioritization and selectivity. The University of Arkansas
cannot afford to be great in all that it undertakes, but it
must be great in at least a few critical fields. Hence, choic-
es must be made and they must be made from the perspec-
tive of what is best for the State of Arkansas.
ARKANSAS’ NEEDS
When one thinks about the economic and cultural needs
of Arkansas, certain themes emerge—like food, technology,
culture, and leadership. Enlarging on these themes suggests
the following emphases for future UA growth and 
development.
 Food: education of new generations of interdiscipli-
nary professionals and scientists; value-added product
development; nutrition; food safety; biotechnology;
biological, biomedical, and bioprocessing engineering;
and basic cell and molecular biological research.
 Technology: leading-edge education and training of 
public and private sector professionals and researchers;
information technology; photonics, nanostructure,
and high density electronics research; business and
transportation logistics research; environmental
dynamics and remediation; and basic research in
chemistry, physics, mathematics, and engineering.
 Culture: liberal arts education; scholarly studies of
social and emotional corollaries and belief systems
that influence understanding and bridge cultural
divides; and fine arts, architecture, and humanities
scholarship related to cultural development.
 Leadership: education and training of tomorrow’s
leaders in business, education, government, health
professions, law, and science and technology; and
scholarly inquiry regarding leadership development
and values.
These theme concepts may seem obvious and mundane,
but their emergence depends on the historic work ethic
and future work environment of Arkansans. The people of
Arkansas have long been praised for their strong work
ethic. It has been at the heart of the State’s agricultural






The most robust Arkansas firms now and in the future will
be those that are at the forefront of the world’s technolo-
gy-based economy. For example, Arkansans have created
world-class businesses in banking and finance, food pro-
duction and processing, oil and gas exploration, retailing,
software development, telecommunications, and trans-
portation, among others. Records of these firms’ develop-
ment suggest that flexibility, continual learning, and inno-
vation are the essential enablers of 21st century success. In
short, Arkansans must be even better educated in the
future. 
Arkansas must invest even more in research and scholar-
ship for Arkansans to enjoy future prosperity and cultural
enlightenment. As U. S. Senator Zell Miller, former
Governor of Georgia, said, “The future clearly belongs to
communities that can match innovative ideas that drive tech-
nology forward with educated workers who can make some-
thing, literally, of those ideas. Both need the research and edu-
cation that only universities can provide. In our knowledge-
based economy, universities form the crucial infrastructure of
economic development.”
SUMMARY 
Arkansas has much work to do to adopt and sustain strate-
gies that will permit us to succeed in the New Economy.
We lag behind the nation in many important economic
indicators, despite a decade of investing in a large system
of higher education. With a college going rate stagnant at
just above 50 percent, Arkansas lacks a college-educated
work force demanded by knowledge-based employers, as
mentioned above. This is the only path to yield higher
incomes for Arkansans and higher revenues for the State.
Otherwise, Arkansas risks continuing to lose many of its
college graduates to other states. To break the cycle, it is
critical that the State invest in university-based research
similar to what Georgia, North Carolina, Virginia, and
many other states have done. 
The 2010 Commission believes it has provided a blueprint
for Arkansas’ future—one that requires further develop-
ment of education, research, and service at the University
of Arkansas as it strives to reach parity within the commu-
nity of great public research universities that have con-
tributed so much to the United States during the past 60
years. 
Public research universities, such as the University of
Arkansas, have added great value to the economic and
cultural lives of Arkansans, Americans at-large, and the
world’s citizens. The benefits of research are particularly
manifest in economic growth and development. Indeed,
the potential economic enhancing effects of research
investment in Arkansas provide a powerful incentive for
further investment and growth. Such growth should be
guided by themes that bear on Arkansas’ economic and
cultural needs, and may be inspired by efforts at peer insti-
tutions and in peer states.
BENCHMARK WHICH UNIVERSITIES?
In the knowledge-based and high technology world ofthe 21st century, the collection of research universitiesis one of America’s most valuable assets. In most states,
these institutions are their flagship, publicly funded
research universities. 
Arkansas’ history and charter have accorded the role of a
land-grant research university to the University of
Arkansas. As noted earlier, the Carnegie Foundation has
ratified that status by denoting the University of Arkansas
the  only doctoral/research university-extensive university
in the State.
To fully understand the meaning of this formidable
responsibility, the University should be viewed in context
with peers having similar geographic, organizational, and
functional characteristics.
With a logical peer group in place, the University can
compare its impact on Arkansas relative to the parallel
influences of its peers in their own states. Such compar-
isons also command assessments of the relative levels of
state support.
A peer analysis begins with consideration of the different
organizational models for U.S. public research universities.
Basically, public research universities are organized two
ways, relative to the liberal arts and land-grant missions of
states. 
In 22 states the liberal arts and land-grant missions are 
primarily fulfilled through two different major institutions.
States such as Iowa, North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia
have separate public liberal arts universities and land-grant
universities. For example, the state of North Carolina 
supports both the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill and North Carolina State University, the land-grant
institution.
In the remaining 28 states, the liberal arts and land-grant
missions are primarily vested in a single institution. This
model is used in Arkansas, through the University of
Arkansas, and in such states as Kentucky, and Tennessee.
In some states the land-grant mission is shared with the
1890 Morrill Act, or historically black, institutions such as
North Carolina A&T University and the University of
Arkansas at Pine Bluff.
Defining a context for comparisons of Arkansas and the
University of Arkansas with other states and universities
presents a dilemma. On one hand, the Arkansas situation
can be compared with all states having major research 
universities. Indeed, in earlier benchmarking efforts the
University of Arkansas compared its performance and sup-
port with 54 major public research universities in 36
states; see Appendix E for a sample of the comparisons
made.
To facilitate the work of the 2010 Commission, peer insti-
tutions in the following seven states were chosen for
benchmarking: Georgia, Iowa, Kentucky, North Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia—now known as the 
Peer 7.  Appendix D provides state-to-Arkansas compar-
isons for each of the Peer 7 states.
The Peer 7 consists of a mix of types of institutions,
including bifurcated or single institution liberal arts and
land-grant roles and missions, diverse histories relative to
state funding, and some with close geographical proximity
to Arkansas. 
For example, North Carolina and Texas have strong
records of early public support of their research universi-
ties. North Carolina, in particular, stands out because of a
dream its governmental leadership and citizenry has nur-
tured for several decades. The dream required substantial
and sustained development of its two public research uni-
versities (North Carolina State University and the
University of North Carolina), which partnered with a
prominent private research university (Duke University)
to build, in 1959, a research triangle that now has more
than 100 research and development facilities employing
more than 37,000 people and producing earnings in excess
of $1.2 billion per year.
Another peer, Iowa, presents an interesting comparison to
Arkansas in size (56,275 sq. mi. versus 53,197 sq. mi. in
Arkansas), population (2.93 million versus 2.67 million in
Arkansas), and organization of public higher education
(three 4-year universities versus nine in Arkansas).
BENCHMARKING
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The University of Kentucky’s size and productivity cur-
rently match that of the University of Arkansas. Recent
state budget increases for the University of Kentucky hold
great promise for the state’s economic and cultural future.
WHAT TO BENCHMARK?
With the above general comparisons in mind, it is instruc-
tive to compare more specifically the University of
Arkansas and Arkansas to the peer institutions and states
in three categories: 
 university research productivity, faculty quality, doc-
toral degree production, and student quality; 
 state population educational levels and economic
development linked to research universities; and
 state and tuition support for public research universi-
ties. (See Appendix D for profiles of the Peer 7.)
The first objective can be achieved by using data from a
recent report, The Top American Research Universities, 
published by TheCenter, a unit of the University of
Florida. TheCenter’s ranking of top research universities is
based on an analysis of objective indicators in nine areas: 
 total research support (1998);
 federal research support (1998);
 endowment assets (1999);
 annual giving (1999);
 faculty’s National Academy memberships (e.g.,
National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of
Engineering, and Institute of Medicine) (1998-99);
 faculty awards (1999);
 doctorates granted (1998);
 post doctoral fellows in training (1998); and
 freshman median Standard Achievement Test (SAT)
scores (1998).
In TheCenter’s report, public and private research universi-
ties are ranked separately. To be ranked, a given research
university needs to have expended a minimum of $20 mil-
lion per year in federal research support and score in the 
TABLE 6. TOP PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES IN PEER 7 AS RANKED BY THECENTER.*
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top 25 in at least one of the 9 measures noted above.
Thus, Iowa State University, one of the University of
Arkansas’ peer institutions, exceeds $20 million in federal
research support but qualifies in only one category,
Median SAT, where it is ranked 22nd out of 25. In con-
trast, Iowa State’s sister institution, the University of
Iowa, ranks in the top 25 in all categories except National
Academy membership and median SAT.
Table 6 contains a listing of the major ranked public
research universities, including eligible Peer 7 institu-
tions. Notice that the research universities in Georgia,
Iowa, North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia are all ranked
among the top 46 public research institutions, while the
Universities of Arkansas, Kentucky, and Tennessee are
unranked. In the case of the University of Arkansas, its
ranking would have been assured because of its perfor-
mance in annual giving (at the 20th position in 1999),
but it did not qualify to be ranked because its research
expenditures were less than the $20 million federal
research expenditure floor.
The comparison of educational levels and economic
development linked to research universities in the Peer 7
and Arkansas is presented in Table 7. Recent population
estimates are shown for perspective. Appendix B and
Appendix D provide other comparisons.
BENCHMARK RESULTS
As noted in Table 7, Arkansas has the lowest position
among its peers in personal income per capita, college
going rate, and number if its citizens with baccalaureate
degrees. Arkansas also ranks near the bottom in total fed-
eral research support and federal research support per capi-
ta, relative to its peers. 
The difference between total federal research funds spent
in Arkansas and the average for the peer states is a multi-
ple of 17.5. Some of the difference is due to Arkansas’
smaller population, but when a per capita comparison is
made, Arkansas is still behind by a factor of 5.5.
The economic enhancement factors for research funding in
Arkansas and the Peer 7 are listed in Table 7. As noted
previously, each dollar invested in state-based research in
higher education results in economic benefits, measured in
dollars. Examples of effects of such research are increases in
job growth, per capita income, and private investment. For
Arkansas, the benefit is $8.02 to $1.00, which exceeds that
of the Peer 7. The adage of a little investment going a
long way applies to investments in university-based
research in Arkansas. Clearly, Arkansas needs to improve
its research productivity vis-a-vis its public research univer-
sity. However, when state support for the University of
Arkansas is compared to its peers, a deficit occurs both in
state appropriation per student (i.e., $6,100 versus $8,100
in FY 2000) and combined state appropriation and tuition
per student (i.e., $10,100 versus $13,100 in FY 2000). To
bridge the gap requires between $35 and $40 million in
additional UA funds.
Positive actions during the 1999 legislative session by
Arkansas’ Governor and General Assembly, specifically
providing $10 million for required matching of federal
research grants, are already paying off. For example, spon-
TABLE 7. A COMPARISON OF EDUCATIONAL LEVELS AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITY-LINKED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS IN
ARKANSAS AND THE PEER 7*
* Office of Institutional Research, University of Arkansas
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sored research expenditures and research awards at the
University of Arkansas in FY 2000 increased by 18.3%,
relative to the previous year.
The take-home message is clear. The University of
Arkansas can compete successfully in obtaining increased
research funding if it is provided the type of support
received during FY 2000. The benefits of research fund-
ing—economic enhancement, job creation, and job
diversity—are so great that Arkansas must find a way to
invest strategically and at competitive levels in its
research university.
SUMMARY 
In summary, the 2010 Commission recognizes that
Arkansas and the University of Arkansas are parts of a
higher education web representing one of the nation’s
most important assets for educational achievement, cul-
tural enrichment, and economic development. The 2010
Commission also recognizes that, compared to the Peer 7,
the University of Arkansas does not measure up in perfor-
mance and State support. However, the 2010 Commission
is convinced that the University of Arkansas is on the
right path and, with additional State support, will realize
its vision—to the benefit of all Arkansans. 
RAZORBACK LEGACY 
Razorback pride! It is a legendary component of lifein Arkansas—among all Arkansans. The prideresults from a long history of mythic and successful
athletic competition.
The competitive edge Razorbacks bring to athletics paral-
lels the competitive efforts brought to academics by the
University—from recruiting high quality students to per-
forming cutting-edge research and scholarship. Being com-
petitive academically includes collaborative and coopera-
tive efforts such as interdisciplinary study and research,
public-private partnerships, and international outreach. 
Whether strategically conceived, competitively pursued,
or crafted via partnerships, UA commitments are consis-
tent with its overarching goals:
 improve quality and reputation through programs of
excellence in teaching, research, and service;
 increase the quality and size of the student body;
 increase the diversity of the faculty, staff, and student
body;
 increase private support; and 
 increase public support.
The five overarching goals led to a series of specific goals
crafted during 1998-99 and used to measure progress in
achieving institutional goals. The specific goals are listed
in Table 8, along with annual performances for each goal. 
Achieving the 2010 goals shown in Table 8 will insure
attainment of the University’s overarching goals and will
help propel the University into the ranks of the nation’s
premier research universities. Following is a summary of
those goals, along with comments about on-going efforts
to assist the University in realizing its vision for 2010.
PROGRESS: TEACHING, 
RESEARCH, SERVICE GOAL 
 In the fall of 2000, University undergraduates pub-
lished their research papers in the first volume of a
UA research journal, Inquiry.
 During October 2000, the University received its
largest competitive grant ever. The $9.6 million award 
came from the National Institutes of Health to estab-
lish the Center for Protein Structure and Function.
 In the same month, the University of Arkansas—in
collaboration with the University of Oklahoma
(OU)—received a $4.5 million grant from the
National Science Foundation to establish the UofA-
OU Center for Semiconductor Physics in
Nanostructures.
 In December 2000, the Arkansas-Oklahoma Center
for Space and Planetary Sciences was created as a
direct result of a $1.6 million, 2-year NSF grant. The
center is a partnership between the University of
Arkansas and Oklahoma State University. It will focus
its research on the planet Mars and mining and
retrieving samples from asteroids. Federal support of
all of the above cited centers evidences an ability to
win in the most competitive research grant review
processes in the U.S.
REASONS FOR OPTIMISM
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THE ARKANSAS-OKLAHOMA CENTER FOR SPACE AND PLANETARY SCIENCES
WAS CREATED AS A DIRECT RESULT OF A $1.6 MILLION, 2-YEAR NSF GRANT.
 At the annual American Teacher Education
Conference, the UA College of Education and Health
Professions won first place for its Master of Arts in
Teaching program in the 2001 Distinguished Program
in Teacher Education competition.
 Universities, like people, have a wide variety of assets,
features, and qualities. But the most valuable of these
is that intangible asset known as reputation.
Reputation depends on perceptions of various mea-
sures of academic quality—particularly in faculty, staff,
students, and programs. Reputation is exceedingly
important, not for its own sake, but because reputa-
tion effects pride and attracts resources. In recruiting
blue chip faculty, staff, and students, or in obtaining
financial support from governmental agencies and the
private sector, reputation is the independent variable
upon which these resources hinge. So, it is very much
in the enlightened self-interest of the University of
Arkansas and the State of Arkansas to enhance quali-
ty and reputation.
 The University of Arkansas has been on a roll the past
few years. Although it has been one of the nation’s
best kept secrets, that is changing and changing rapid-
ly. For example, the reputation of the University of
Arkansas is improving. In 1999, it was included for the
first time in The Princeton Review’s Guide to the 331
Best Colleges and Universities. The UA academic rating
in both 1999 and 2000 was the third highest in the
Southeastern Conference. Had the University of
Arkansas been in the Big 10, Big 12, or Pac 10 athletic
conferences, its academic rating would have been
ranked sixth, third, and fifth, respectively. Of the 45
institutions making up the four athletic conferences,
Arkansas’ academic rating was equal to or greater than
all but 13, including Berkeley, Florida, Illinois,
Michigan, Northwestern, Penn State, Stanford,
Southern Cal, Texas, Texas A&M, UCLA, Vanderbilt,
and Wisconsin. Clearly, The Princeton Review believes
the University of Arkansas ranks among America’s
leading research universities, public and private.
TABLE 8. UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 2010 GOALS AND PROGRESS IN ACHIEVING THE GOALS
Performance Measure 1997 1998 1999 2000 2010 Goal
Freshman ACT 23.5 24.0 24.9 24.8 26.5
Freshman HSGPA 3.40 3.46 3.51 3.52 3.65
Freshman Top 10% 28% 32% 36% 32% 50%
Freshman Mid-Yr Retention Rate 90.5% 92.8% 94.1% 92.5% 96%
Freshman Retention Rate 73.2% 74.1% 77.2% 81.7% 88%
Freshman Enrollment 2,240 2,556 2,268 2,283 3,000
National Merit Scholars 90 104 120 108 250
Undergraduate Enrollment 11,974 12,300 12,358 12,550 17,000
Graduate Enrollment 2,766 2,760 2,868 2,846 5,500
Minority Enrollment* 1,728 1,785 1,858 1,907 4,000
New Transfer Enrollment 1,157 1,206 1,264 1,178 1,850
Total Enrollment 14,740 15,060 15,226 15,396 22,500
UG 6-Yr Graduation Rate 41.8% 43.5% 45.1% 45.3% 66%
Bachelor’s Degrees 1,756 1,741 1,902 1,889 3,585
Doctoral Degrees 112 121 94 86 185
Master’s and Other Degrees 864 850 843 872 1,295
Total Degrees 2,732 2,712 2,839 2,847 5,065
Research Expenditures $73.7M $78.1M $63.2M $75.9M $100M
Federal Research Expenditures $16.7M $16.4M $16.1M $21.9M $50M
Private Giving $28M $36M $98M** $83M $100M
Endowment $119M $142M $223M $245M $1.0B
Unrestricted E&G Expenditures $138.3M $148.5M $161.0M $184.9M*** $379.5M
*Includes African American, American Indian, Asian American, and Hispanic students
**Includes $50 million gift
***Does not include $6.5 million in one-time State Research Investment Funds
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PROGRESS: STUDENT BODY GOAL
 Recruiting high quality students has improved the
freshman average American College Testing (ACT)
scores; high school grade point averages (GPAs); per-
cent of freshmen from the top 10 percent of high
school graduating classes; percent of freshmen staying
in college after the first year or retention rate; and
numbers of National Merit Scholars. 
 Also noteworthy are new efforts to enhance freshman
retention via the University’s First-Year Experience
and Connections programs that help students prepare
for university-level work and involvement in campus
life.
 Enrollment growth has occurred in undergraduate,
graduate,  transfer, and international students since
1997. 
 The steady increase in 6-year graduation rates is heart-
ening, but the University must improve significantly
to reach its 2010 goal of 66 percent.
 Progress is not occurring in the number of advanced
degrees awarded; undergraduate recruitment, reten-
tion, and degree completion represent areas for
improvement. 
 Another key indicator
of improved quality of
the student body is the






year, the University of
Arkansas was the only
public or private insti-








Since 1990, the University of Arkansas has produced
eighteen Barry Goldwater Scholars, seven Bill and
Melinda Gates Millennium Scholars, five Harry S.
Truman Scholars, four National Science Foundation
Graduate Fellows, four Fulbright Fellows, four Morris
Udall Scholars, three British Marshall Scholars, three
Rotary International Scholars, two James Madison
Scholars, and a Rhodes Scholar. The record is clear—
the best UA students are competitive with the
nation’s best.
PROGRESS: DIVERSITY GOAL 
 Improvements in the diversity of the student body are
occurring, although more slowly than desired. As an
example, African American student retention
increased to 86 percent in 2000 from 73.2 percent in
1999 and exceeded that of all students.
 National searches yielded notable additions to the
administration and faculty, with one vice chancellor,
two deans, and two endowed chair professors; these
five African American women were highly sought
after by major national research universities. 
 Increases occurred both in the numbers and the per-
centages of under-represented students since 1997.
However, to increase from 1,858 minority students in
1999 to 4,000 by 2010 requires redoubled efforts.
 The University must continue to pursue underrepre-
sented faculty, staff, and administrators of the highest
quality.
 The UA administration encourages and supports
efforts of the campus Diversity Task Force in assessing
campus climate and crafting the strategic plan,
Building a Community of Diversity and Learning—A
Plan for the University of Arkansas.
PROGRESS:  PUBLIC SUPPORT GOAL
 Efforts are underway to increase the number and size
of research awards, especially from federal sources.
The recently announced 18.3 percent increase in
awards from FY 1999 to FY 2000 provides encourage-
ment for the future. 
 University leaders are working to insure that Arkansas 
continues earmarking much needed required matching 
funds for competitive grants and contracts, especially
those from the federal government. 
 Current initiatives to make the case for increased pub-
lic support to higher education must be sustained, in
part through the 2010 Commission and its report,
Making the Case.
PROGRESS: PRIVATE SUPPORT GOAL
 Building on spectacular increases in private support
during FY 1999 and FY 2000, UA advancement staff
are working with faculty, staff, and administrators to
increase total annual giving and the number of indi-
vidual contributors. The goal is to elevate private sup-
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port to levels equal to those at the nation’s best public
research universities. 
 Planning is underway for the Campaign for the Twenty-
First Century. The leadership team includes co-chairs
Rob Walton, Tommy Boyer, Jim Walton, and Frank
Broyles, with Johnnelle Hunt serving as Campaign
treasurer. In addition, more than 90 other incredibly
strong volunteers have committed to assist with the
Campaign. It is anticipated the Campaign for the
Twenty-First Century will go into its public phase in
the fall of 2001.
 The UA endowment has increased significantly in
recent years, from $145.5 million in 1998 to $244.8
million in 2000. The hope is that the new campaign
will increase the size of the endowment to $500 
million and that it will continue to build to $1 billion
by 2010.
PROGRESS: NEW STATE 
AND NATIONAL AWARENESS
 In addition to improved awareness of progress occur-
ring at the University of Arkansas, there are encour-
aging signs in Arkansas and across the nation. One
tangible sign of very strong support of the UA vision
is the 2010 Commission’s membership; it speaks vol-
umes regarding the commitment of leaders across the
State, from academe, business, and State government. 
 At the State level, Governor Mike Huckabee has
taken bold steps to provide scholarships so that higher
education is within the grasp of the academically gift-
ed and financially challenged student. He also has
been instrumental in providing matching funds for
competitive research grants. In addition, his leader-
ship of the Southern Governors’ Association created
national awareness of the research capabilities in
Arkansas. The support of state governors has been
instrumental in transforming North Carolina,
Georgia, and, now, Kentucky. Strong political leader-
ship is necessary if Arkansas is to move into the ranks
of the nation’s great states. Great states have great
research universities; states that do not have a nation-
ally competitive research university face difficult times
in the 21st century.
 The National Governors’ Association (NGA) has
launched a 4-year effort to put higher education near
the top of the agenda for state and national policy
makers. It is the first time NGA has given priority
attention to higher education. “The governors’ goals
include increasing access to higher education, creating
additional opportunities for lifelong learning, developing
methods to gauge what students are learning, and aligning
academic programs to meet economic needs of the
states.”11
SUMMARY 
In summary, the UA’s overarching and specific goals are
focused on the vision of a nationally competitive, student-
centered research university serving Arkansas and the
world—as much through outstanding academic pursuits as
high-caliber athletics. However, these standards must be
accompanied by additional planning and innovation if the
University community hopes to convince the Arkansas
citizenry of the worthiness of future support—materially
and intellectually. At this time, approaches to planning
and possible opportunities for future growth and develop-
ment are being defined, including assessing efficiencies
throughout the University. 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS IS A NATIONALLY COMPETITIVE, STUDENT-
CENTERED RESEARCH UNIVERSITY SERVING ARKANSAS AND THE WORLD.
11Jennifer Yachnin, “National Governors Advance Plan 
to Raise Priority of Higher Education,” Chronicle of Higher
Education, On-Line, March 21, 2001.
STAYING THE COURSE 
Endorsed by the 2010 Commission, the University ofArkansas’ vision and 2010 goals offer considerablepromise for Arkansas and its people.
Given the major components of the University’s vision,
strategic planning and future funding needs are likely to
occur in the areas shown in Table 9.
The University of Arkansas does not expect the State
alone to carry the funding responsibility for the initiatives,
as noted in Table 9. To the contrary, the UA community
expects to continue doing its share, as it has for decades.
In particular, it will continue working to obtain private
gift support along with federal and corporate research
funding.
However, moving the University into the ranks of the
top-tier public research universities requires greater State 
support. The State must become a full partner with the
University of Arkansas in developing shared understand-
ing and responsibility for funding.
The returns from such partnerships and investments are
highlighted in Table 10,  and can be summarized 
as follows:
 investment in higher education in general and
research in particular provides handsome returns in
economic growth and revenues for the State;
 State investments in research have powerful leverag-
ing effects in terms of attraction of extramural support
to the University and the State; and
 research investments by Arkansas have direct pay-offs
in personal income for all Arkansans.
Besides direct economic benefits, incalculable advantages
result from investing in Arkansas’ flagship university,
including student education and training; improved
understanding of the world and environment; cultural 
MEASURING AND CLOSING GAPS
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TABLE 9. STRATEGIC PLANNING AREAS AND FUNDING NEEDS
Vision Component




Serving Arkansas and the world
Strategic Planning Area
Developing and coordinating
University and unit-level plans.
Increasing enrollment to 22,500.
Elevating University Libraries to
Association of Research Libraries sta-
tus. Adopting research themes, initia-
tives, and strategies for extramural
fund, including federal government
support.
Strategies and approaches to technolo-
gy-enhanced teaching and learning,
plus high quality distance education.
Recruiting and retaining a high quality
and increasingly diverse student body
(undergraduate and graduate). Insuring
that curricula are robust, coherent,
scholarly, and responsive to the holis-
tic education needs of students.
Strategies for more effective outreach
in Arkansas and international develop-
ment and education.
Funding Needs
Nationally competitive salaries for
faculty and staff. Required matching
funds for grants and library infra-
structure support.
Information technology enhanced
classrooms and infrastructure. Need-
based and merit-based scholarship
support proportionate to 2010 goals.
Adding faculty to areas of critical
need for the state and to maximize
senior faculty involvement at all lev-
els of instruction. Provide nationally
competitive graduate assistantships.
Infrastructure and administrative
support. Partnerships with business-
es, communities, and other public
and private colleges and universities.
TABLE 10. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS FOR INVESTMENT IN THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS
Area of Investment
Teaching, learning, and service 
programs
Research matching funds
Research funding (any source)
State funded research
Economic Development Factors
Average compound annual return on
investment:
•  Arkansas, 7.9 percent
•  U.S. avg., 6.6 percent
•  Peer 7 States avg., 6.5 percent
Leveraging factors of 5 or greater
Average compound annual return on
investment:
•  Arkansas, 23.2 percent
•  U.S. avg., 17.5 percent
•  Peer 7 States avg., 18.2 percent
Compound returns on investment
have direct benefits in terms of
increased state revenues.
Compound returns on investments
have direct benefits in terms of
increased per capital income.
Effects of Economic Development
Factors Relative to UA Efforts
The returns on investment national-
ly and in Arkansas for investments
in higher education exceed that of
most bank accounts.
State matching dollars help the
University leverage significantly
greater amounts of dollars from
extramural agencies, especially the
federal government, as evidenced by
recent multi-million dollar National
Institutes of Health and National
Science Foundation grants to the
University.
The returns on investment in uni-
versity-based research in Arkansas
and the nation exceed that of the
best performing stock portfolios.
If University of Arkansas research
expenditures grow as planned during
the decade, from yearly expenditures
of $35 to $40 million per year to
$100 million per year, new state rev-
enues of $500 million annually will
result. Assuming UA research
expenditures grow at planned rates,
per capita income in the state will
grow by $184; hence, all Arkansans
will benefit.
enrichment; and an overall feeling of pride in the
University’s academic achievements.
SIZING THE GAP
How much additional funding is required for the
University of Arkansas to compete effectively with the 
Peer 7 research universities? How big is the funding gap
between the University and its peers? 
In analyzing the fiscal needs of the University of
Arkansas, seven areas were identified: faculty salaries; staff
salaries and student services; graduate student stipends;
library holdings and operations; State research support;
Physical Plant services; and one-time capital funds.
Assuming a 16:1 student-to-faculty ratio is maintained,
the enrollment goal (22,500) is achieved, and faculty
salaries at peer institutions grow at a 3.1 percent annual
inflation rate, as shown in Table 11, a total of $66.4 mil-
lion must be added to the base budget to reach the aver-
age faculty salary level of UA peer universities.
Likewise, to bring staff salaries and student services to the
UA peer average and increase staff at half the rate of 
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enrollment growth rate, a total of $38.2 million must be
added to the base budget for staff.
Relying on the graduate research program to provide the
necessary support for graduate research assistants, $9.1
million must be added to the base budget to pay graduate
teaching assistants at competitive levels.
Current support for the University Libraries is woefully
inadequate for a nationally competitive research university.
Given the escalating costs of periodicals and monographs,
a total of $16.5 million must be added to the base budget
for the University Libraries to meet the minimum require-
ments to be counted among the nation’s research libraries.
In comparing the University of Arkansas’ funding with
that of other research universities in the Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB) the Arkansas
Department of Higher Education concluded that $17 mil-
lion should be added to the UA base in support of its
research mission. 
An alternative approach was used by the 2010
Commission, with the same result. It appears that the
future of the State’s research matching fund is in doubt.
To achieve the research goal of $100 million, research
matching funds of at least $10 million will be required.
During the  1999-2001 biennium, $7.0 million in general
improvement funds was provided the University of
Arkansas to strengthen research infrastructure and recruit
new, research-intensive faculty. That amount will need to
double as the University responds to new research oppor-
tunities in the State, the enrollment grows, and faculty are
hired. Hence, $17 million needs to be added to the base
budget in support of the University’s research mission.
The growth and increased research activities will necessi-
tate increases in the budget for UA Support Services. It is
anticipated that $40.9 million in additional support will
be needed. 
As shown in Table 11 and reflected in Table 8, a total of
$188.1 million needs to be added to the UA budget by
2010—a 7.33 percent annual compound rate of increase.
During the 15-year period from FY 1985 through FY 2000,
the combination of general revenue and revenues from
tuition and fees grew at a 5.72 percent annual compound
rate. 
Assuming enrollment grows at an annual compound rate
of 4.14 percent and tuition and fees increase at an annual
rate of 5 percent, $88.1 million in added revenue will
result from tuition and fees. Hence, the balance of $100
million must come from the State.
If Arkansas picks up the pace in its support of the
University of Arkansas, the 2010 revenue goal can be
realized. More importantly, if the revenue goal is realized,
the other 2010 goals also will be able to be achieved.
The more formidable challenge is that which is presented
by the capital needs of the University. As shown in Table
12, based on the size and quality of the current physical
plant and in comparison with peer institutions, the 2010
Commission estimates that the University of Arkansas
will need $315 million in capital funds during the first
decade of the 21st century.
TABLE 11. UA OPERATING FUNDING REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE 2010 GOALS
Operating Funds (millions)
Faculty Salaries
Staff Salaries and Student Services
Graduate Student Stipends






































How much of the new revenue will come from the State
and how much will come from students? Tuition rates
among 54 public research universities are compared in
Appendix D.
From the analysis of tuition and State appropriations in
Appendix D, it is obvious that the University of Arkansas
must grow. Also, it is obvious that there is little elasticity
in UA tuition rates. At present, UA residential tuition is
in the middle of the 54 research universities. 
Because of the dependence of public universities on state
support and tuition support, it is important that an under-
standing exist regarding how much is expected of each.
For this reason, it is recommended that the University of
Arkansas Trustees work together with the Governor and
General Assembly to coordinate increases in state support
with increases in tuition and fees.
Based on the Gap Analysis and the difference in resources
available to the University of Arkansas versus the Peer 7
research universities, the 2010 Commission concluded
that Arkansas must increase its investment in the State’s
flagship research university for Arkansans to realize the
benefits of the New Economy.  
SUMMARY
In summary, as enrollment grows to 22,500 by 2010, one-
time funds totaling $315 million will be needed for capital
improvements. Also, the UA base budget will need to
increase by $188.1 million, with $100 million coming
from State support and $88.1 million coming from
increased tuition revenue. 
The combination of one-time and annual funding will
provide the resources needed for the University to com-
pete with its national peers and position the State to be
nationally competitive economically. The resulting bene-
fits for all Arkansans will be enormous. 
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Based on its findings, the 2010 Commission devel-oped 25 recommendations: 12 for the State’s elect-ed leaders, the Governor and General Assembly; 7
for the State’s business leaders; and 6 for the University of
Arkansas administration, faculty, and staff.
GOVERNOR & GENERAL ASSEMBLY
1.   Place increased emphasis on strengthening existing
colleges and universities and improving academic
quality. In particular, support the University of
Arkansas in its efforts to become a nationally compet-
itive, student-centered research university.
Arkansas has made impressive strides in providing
access to higher education. The State currently ranks
11th nationally in the number of institutions of higher
education per capita. Now that access is assured
statewide, the time is ripe to move to the next phase
which should emphasize academic quality, student
retention, and the development of a world-class public
research university as the capstone of Arkansas higher
education. 
2.   Establish a dedicated source of funds to improve the
quality of higher education in Arkansas.
The 2010 Commission notes that the lack of dedicat-
ed funding requires institutions to pay for scholarships
out of their base budgets, which are already inade-
quate, and puts added stress on state revenue. 
3.   Complete the task of developing formulas to fund 
higher education according to the differentiated roles
and missions of institutions. Evaluate previous propos-
als of formulas to address funding equity on at least a
regional basis of comparison, such as the Southern
Regional Education Board.
Currently, institutions must plead their cases individu-
ally with the General Assembly. The result is signifi-
cant unevenness in funding levels among 2-year insti-
tutions and among 4-year universities with overlap-
ping roles and missions. With its unique role and mis-
sion, the University of Arkansas must make its case by
comparing its funding with that of other national pub-
lic research universities.
The current funding situation provides compelling
evidence that a more effective approach must be
devised—one that responds to the issues of the State
as a whole rather than as separate political or geo-
graphical regions.
4.   Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at
institutions showing the greatest promise for research
and scholarship. Increase the amount of funds avail-
able to all university researchers for required matches
on competitive research grants.
The extraordinary returns on investments in universi-
ty-based research should be recognized and supported.
5.   Develop a statewide plan for competing in the New
Economy of the 21st Century. In particular, identify
and prioritize key areas and institutions best posi-
tioned to strengthen the State’s intellectual infrastruc-
RECOMMENDATIONS
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INCREASING THE AMOUNT OF FUNDS AVAILABLE TO ALL UNIVERSITY
RESEARCHERS WILL HELP BUILD THE STATE’S RESEARCH CAPACITY.
ture in research, science and technology, and medi-
cine. Channel the necessary financial resources to
these priority areas and institutions. Draw upon initia-
tives developed by the Southern Governors
Association and the Southern Technology Council to
help create this statewide plan.
6.   Leverage private support by creating a dedicated State
fund to match private gifts to endow professorial
chairs and academic programs and to construct acade-
mic buildings. Florida, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Texas,
and other states have used this strategy successfully.
Arkansas currently lacks the resources necessary to
fully fund higher education competitively. Public-pri-
vate partnerships must be encouraged and maximized.
7. Judiciously enhance incentives for venture capital and
for high technology firms to locate in Arkansas, as well
as to retain and strengthen in-state companies to pre-
vent them from migrating elsewhere. Build on statutes
the General Assembly passed in 2001 to accomplish
this task.
Arkansas should consider the innovative approaches
other states are using to attract firms from high-cost,
congested areas of the nation. As an example,
Nebraska supports university-based research that leads
to commercializable intellectual property and guaran-
tees rates of return to venture capital firms by rebating
income taxes.
Entrepreneurial incentives and programs are needed to
stimulate business formation in the State, as illustrated
by the rankings in Appendix B and Appendix C.
8.   Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increasing
the percentage of Arkansans with baccalaureate and
advanced degrees (master’s, professional, and doctor-
al). To compete successfully in the 21st century,
Arkansas must substantially increase the number of
adults with at least a bachelor’s degree.
One approach is to provide incentives for graduates of
2-year programs to pursue 4-year degrees. Examples of
such incentives include transfer scholarships, direct
rewards to 2-year colleges for each graduate enrolling
in a 4-year institution, and forgivable loans that are
paid back with employment in Arkansas.  
The Academic Challenge Scholarship, Governor’s
Scholarship, and Governor’s Distinguished
Scholarship programs have proven successful in keep-
ing more highly qualified students in Arkansas and
should be expanded, but not at the expense of institu-
tional base funding.
9. Provide incentives for 2- and 4-year institutions to
collaborate by offering degrees on other campuses,
thereby avoiding unnecessary duplication and expand-
ing opportunities for Arkansans.
The investment made in the State’s 2-year colleges
should be leveraged to produce more 4-year graduates.
Two-year colleges should more frequently become
entry points for 4-year institutions.
10. Support efforts to recruit high ability students from
other states and nations to attend college in Arkansas,
thus helping build the technical workforce needed for
the New Economy. 
Studies show that college students recruited from out-
of-state are 2.5 times more likely to live in the state
which is the home of the institution from which they
graduate than those who leave the state to pursue
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ENTREPRENEURIAL INCENTIVES AND PROGRAMS ARE NEEDED TO
STIMULATE BUSINESS FORMATION IN THE STATE.
their college education, assuming competitive employ-
ment is available.
11. Upgrade the State’s information systems infrastructure
and fund a statewide digital library for use by public
libraries, as well as public and private colleges and
universities. Having high-speed, digital information
highways is as essential in the 21st century as trans-
portation infrastructure was in the 20th century.
12. Endorse the vision for the University of Arkansas to
emerge as “a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world.”
Support the University’s five major goals and, in
accordance with prior recommendations, provide the
increased funding necessary to attain them. Hold the
University accountable for the goals it has set, as list-
ed in Table 8, and reward it appropriately as the goals
are achieved.
Recognize that the University’s drive for excellence
and national stature is not an end in itself or an exer-
cise in institutional vanity. Rather, it is a means to a
larger end: building the kind of institution that can
assist the State of Arkansas in developing the knowl-
edge-based, high-technology economy that will enable
Arkansans to compete successfully in a global econo-
my and enjoy a higher quality of life.
BUSINESS LEADERS
13. Communicate to elected leaders the importance of
Arkansas’ being equipped to compete in the New
Economy, with emphasis on increased bachelor’s and
advanced degree production as well as research and
development capabilities. Whereas people once went
to where the jobs were, now jobs are going where
well-educated people are located.
To create a vibrant economy for Arkansas, all stake-
holders must “pull on the rope” equitably. Educators
cannot sell the value of education as effectively as
business leaders can. Stakeholders’ voices must be
heard by elected officials, both state and federal.
14. Continue to evaluate the coincidence of job needs
and employee education and training levels and con-
sider the long-term value of hiring employees with 4-
year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets and assist
the State in increasing the number of adults having at
least a bachelor’s degree. Such hiring policies will
improve Arkansas’ standing relative to other states,
making the State more competitive nationally. The
stronger economy that results will benefit all
Arkansans and make them more competitive globally.
15. Pay nationally competitive salaries for college gradu-
ates and provide competitive benefits to attract out-
standing new talent to Arkansas and stem the exodus
of outstanding native talent to other states.
16. Provide time, opportunities and financial incentives
for employees to obtain bachelor’s and advanced
degrees (master’s, professional, and doctoral). The
increasing complexity of all fields demands ever-high-
er levels of education and training. Employees with
advanced degrees will be particularly important in
providing the scientific, technological, and intellectu-
al leadership required to ensure that Arkansas business
and industry can compete globally.
17. Invest in and become more involved in higher educa-
tion institutions. Provide increased philanthropic sup-
port. Sponsor research projects and contracts that
benefit business. Offer more opportunities for college
students through internships, externships, and men-
toring programs. Work with colleges and universities
to develop programs for students to become better
aware of the corporate and business sector and the
opportunities therein. Explore the creation of full
partnerships with colleges and universities to accom-
plish all of this and more. A committed business com-
munity will help Arkansas higher education to
achieve enhanced quality and effectiveness.
18. Define workforce development needs and communi-
cate them to appropriate colleges and universities.
Today’s technology allows education to be brought to
students, regardless of location. The question is no
longer what to teach, but where and how to teach it.
19. Provide more educational opportunities and educa-
tional infrastructure for employees on site and/or in
the context of their working lives. Invest in distance
learning on site or by working with other businesses,
local high schools, National Guard units, and colleges
and universities to obtain access.
Partnering with others can be a winning strategy.
Develop career advancement ladders based on perfor-
mance as well as increasing educational attainment
and skills development. Structuring the success of
increased educational opportunities, however, will
require that businesses make time and training avail-
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able to employees to learn to use instructional tech-
nology and take the courses needed for professional
advancement.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS
20. Realize the vision of becoming a nationally competi-
tive, student-centered research university serving
Arkansas and the world. Attain the five overarching
goals of (a) improving the quality and reputation of
the teaching, research and service programs; (b)
increasing the quality and size of the student body; (c)
increasing the diversity of the faculty, staff, and stu-
dent body; (d) increasing private support; and (e)
increasing state and federal support.
21. Focus on being counted among the best in the nation,
both as a university and as individual academic and
administrative units. Strive to be ranked among the
nation’s top 50 public universities. Continue to identi-
fy the competition to be other national research uni-
versities and their appropriate units. 
22. Achieve the specific enrollment, retention, gradua-
tion, research, and funding goals listed in Table 8.
Achieving them is essential to the success of both the
State of Arkansas and the University of Arkansas.
23. Provide leadership for the education systems in the
State, public and private. As the State’s only compre-
hensive research university, the University of
Arkansas must provide leadership statewide to
improve the student retention and six-year graduation
rates among the State’s public colleges and universi-
ties. The University also must strive to increase
research capacity in the State by working with other
colleges and universities to insure that they become
stronger research partners.
24. Encourage students and parents to realize that higher
education is an investment, not an expense. To suc-
cessfully educate students and parents regarding their
investment in their future via higher education will
necessitate a change of mindset, a change of culture
for the State. But, it must occur.
National statistics show that Arkansans complete col-
lege with less debt than graduates from other states.
While many take pride in graduating debt free, it can
be false economy. Extending the time required to
complete degree requirements can reduce the proba-
bility of completion, as evidenced in the University’s
45.1 percent six-year graduation rate. Although it is
the highest among the state’s public colleges and uni-
versities, as shown in Appendix E, the University of
Arkansas’ six-year graduation rate is substantially
below its national counterparts despite its entering
freshmen having nationally competitive academic cre-
dentials.
25. Communicate that the University of Arkansas is the
best hope for the State to have a nationally competi-
tive research university, and that success in the New
Economy depends on having such an institution and
the value it will bring to the State. For this reason, it
is essential that the University strive to be counted
among the nation’s best public research universities. 
Communicate regularly with business, education, gov-
ernment, and media leaders throughout the State
regarding progress being made. Harness the power and
prestige of the 2010 Commission in communicating
the vision for the University and the implications for
the State of realizing the vision.
AS THE STATE’S ONLY COMPREHENSIVE RESEARCH UNIVERSITY, THE




ARKANSAS’ PUBLIC COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES
2001
 University of Arkansas  4-Year Public Universities
 University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences  2-Year Public Colleges
NAME ABBREVIATION
Arkansas State University - Beebe ASUB
Arkansas State University - Jonesboro ASUJ
Arkansas State University - Mountain Home ASUMH
Arkansas State University - Newport ASUN
Arkansas Tech University ATU
Black River Technical College BRTC
Cossatot Technical College CTC
East Arkansas Community College EACC
Garland County Community College GCCC
Henderson State University HSU
Mid-South Community College MSCC
Mississippi County Community College MCCC
North Arkansas College NAC
NorthWest Arkansas Community College NWACC
Ouachita Technical College OUTC
Ozarka College OZC
Petit Jean College PJC
Phillips Comm. College of the Univ. of Ark. PCCUA
Phillips Comm. College of the Univ. of Ark.- DeWitt Branch PCCUA-D
Phillips Comm. College of the Univ. of Ark.- Stuttgart Branch PCCUA-S
Pulaski Technical College PTC
Rich Mountain Community College RMCC
South Arkansas Community College SACC
Southeast Arkansas College SEAC
Southern Arkansas University - Magnolia SAUM
Southern Arkansas University - Tech Branch SAUT
University of Arkansas Community College at Batesville UACCB
University of Arkansas Community College at Hope UACCH
University of Arkansas UA
University of Arkansas at Little Rock UALR
University of Arkansas at Monticello UAM
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff UAPB
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences UAMS




SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY INDICATORS
LEGEND: R&D (Research & Development); GSP (Gross State Product); SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research): STTR (Small Business
Technology Transfer Research ); NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress); S&E (Science & Engineering); SBIC (Small Business
Investment Company); IPO (Initial Public Offering); Tech Intensive SICs (28 of the 3-digit Standard Industrial Codes included in the Bureau of
Labor Statistics’ definition of high-technology industries; Inc 500 (Inc. Magazine’s list of 500 privately held companies ranked on revenue growth
over the last 5 years); FAST (Delloite & Touche ranking of the 500 fastest growing U.S. technology companies over a 5-year period.)
SOURCE: The Dynamics of Technology-Based Economic Development: State Science & Technology Indicators, Office of Technology Policy,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, DC, June 2000.
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The Milken Institute developed "The New Economy
Index" in 2001 to assess the relative preparedness of the
50 states for the New Economy. Shown below is a ranking
of the states using the index. 
The following factors were used to determine the value of
the index. Arkansas’ rankings among the states and the
District of Columbia are in parentheses.
 percent of population 25 and older with bachelor’s or
higher degree (50th);
 percent of population 25 and older with advanced
degree (50th);
 percent of population who have doctorates in engi-
neering and science (51st);
 exports as percent of gross state product (GSP) (44th);
 federal R&D expenditures per capita (50th);
 industry R&D expenditures per capita (46th);
 academic R&D expenditures per capita (48th);
 Small Business Innovation Research awards per
100,000 (49th);
 patents issued per 100,000 (49th);
 business starts per 100,000 (36th);
 venture capital invested as a percent of GSP (43rd);
and




































































































































































The following comparisons are made between Arkansas
and each of the Peer 7 states: population in 1960 versus
2000; personal per capita income in 1960 versus 1999; col-
lege going rate in 1996; percent of the adult population
with bachelor’s degrees or more in 1960, 1990, and 2000;
percent of the adult population with a high school diplo-
ma or more in 1960 and 2000; estimated federal R&D
expenditures in FY 1998; and federal R&D per capita in
FY 1998. For each, the national rank of the state is pro-
vided.
The following comparisons are also made between the
University of Arkansas and the national public research
universities in each of the Peer 7 states: position in U.S.
News & World Report’s 2000 ranking of the Top 50 public
research universities; average ACT score of the freshman
class; average high school grade point average (GPA) of
the freshman class; number of students enrolled for at least
one credit hour; number of degrees awarded per 100 stu-
dents enrolled; number of degree programs per 100 stu-




  1960   1,789,000   31
  2000   2,673,400   33
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
  1960    3,958,000  16 
 2000    8,186,453  10 
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960    $1,610   42 
 1999    $27,198   23 
       
College Going Rate      
  1996    61.0%  25 
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960    6.2%  40 
  1990    19.3%  25 
  2000    23.1%  35 
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960    32.0%  43 
  2000    82.6%  38 
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998    $4,428,750,000  4 
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998    $580   5 
GEORGIA
 University of Arkansas University of Georgia Georgia Institute of Technology
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 22 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 10 
 Average ACT 24.0 Average ACT 26.5 Average ACT 29.5
 Average HS GPA 3.50 Average HS GPA 3.60 Average HS GPA 3.80
 Headcount 15,226 Headcount 30,912 Headcount 14,075
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7 Degrees/100 Students 22.9 Degrees/100 Students 22.4
 Programs/100 Students 1.55 Programs/100 Students 1.01 Programs/100 Students 0.71





 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33 
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 2,759,000 24
 2000 2,926,324 30
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $2,017 28
 1999 $25,727 32
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 69.0% 12
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 6.4% 36
 1990 16.9% 40
 2000 25.5% 23
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960 46.3% 14
 2000 89.7% 10
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $251,820,000 35
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998 $88 37
IOWA
 University of Arkansas University of Iowa Iowa State University   
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 21 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 38
 Average ACT  24.0 Average ACT 24.5 Average ACT 24.5 
 Average HS GPA 3.50 Average HS GPA 3.45 Average HS GPA 3.40 
 Headcount 15,226 Headcount 28,846 Headcount 26,110 
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7 Degrees/100 Students 19.8 Degrees/100 Students 19.8 
 Programs/100 Students 1.55 Programs/100 Students 0.71 Programs/100 Students 1.14 




 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 3,042,000 22
 2000 4,041,769 25
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $1,532 46
 1999 $23,161 43
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 57.0% 33
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 4.9% 49
 1990 13.6% 48
 2000 20.5% 43
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
 1960 27.6% 50
 2000 78.7% 49
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $112,498,000 42
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
 FY1998 $29 50
KENTUCKY
 University of Arkansas  University of Kentucky      
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A   Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A 
 Average ACT 24.0   Average ACT 24.5 
 Average HS GPA 3.50   Average HS GPA 3.50 
 Headcount 15,226   Headcount 20,500 
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7   Degrees/100 Students 20.3 
 Programs/100 Students 1.55   Programs/100 Students 0.99 





 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 4,571,000 12
 2000 8,049,313 11
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $1,563 44
 1999 $26,220 28 
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 57.0% 33
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 6.3% 38
 1990 17.4% 36
 2000 23.2% 34 
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
 1960 32.3% 41
 2000 79.2% 47
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $922,825,000 18
Federal R & D / Capita      
 FY1998 $122 29
NORTH CAROLINA
 University of Arkansas  University of North Carolina  North Carolina State University   
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 5 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 38 
 Average ACT 24.0 Average ACT 27.5 Average ACT 25.5 
 Average HS GPA 3.50 Average HS GPA 3.80 Average HS GPA N/A 
 Headcount 15,226 Headcount  24,635 Headcount 26,927 
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7 Degrees/100 Students 24.4 Degrees/100 Students 18.6 
 Programs/100 Students 1.55 Programs/100 Students 0.87 Programs/100 Students 0.66 




 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 3,571,000 17 
 2000 5,689,283 16
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $1,536 45
 1999 $25,581 34
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 60.0% 28
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 5.5% 46
 1990 16.0% 43
 2000 22.0% 41
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
 1960 30.4% 45
 2000 79.9% 46
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $707,956,000 22
Federal R & D / Capita      
 FY1998 $130 28
TENNESSEE
 University of Arkansas    University of Tennessee      
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A   Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 45 
 Average ACT 24.0   Average ACT 23.5 
 Average HS GPA 3.50   Average HS GPA 3.30 
 Headcount 15,226   Headcount 25,981 
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7   Degrees/100 Students 22 
 Programs/100 Students 1.55   Programs/100 Students 0.85 





 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 9,643,000 6
 2000 20,851,820 2
      
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $1,920 32
 1999 $26,525 27
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 57.0% 33
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 8.0% 20
 1990 20.3% 22
 2000 23.9% 30
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
 1960 39.5% 35
 2000 79.2% 47
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $4,021,787,000 5
Federal R & D / Capita      
 FY1998 $204 19
TEXAS
University of Arkansas  University of Texas  Texas A & M University
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 13 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 18
 Average ACT 24.0 Average ACT 26.5 Average ACT 25.5
 Average HS GPA 3.50 Average HS GPA N/A Average HS GPA N/A
 Headcount 15,226 Headcount 49,009 Headcount 43,442
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7 Degrees/100 Students 22.9 Degrees/100 Students 21.8
 Programs/100 Students 1.55 Programs/100 Students 0.5 Programs/100 Students 0.58 




 1960 1,789,000   31
 2000   2,673,400   33
 
Personal Income per capita       
  1960   $1,337    49
  1999   $22,114    47
College Going Rate      
  1996   54.0%   41
    
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
  1960     4.8% 50
  1990   13.3%   49
  2000   18.4%   49
      
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
  1960   28.9%   49
  2000   81.7%   41
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
  FY1998   $119,595,000    41
      
Federal R & D / Capita      
  FY1998   $47    49
Population  Rank 
 1960 3,985,000 14
 2000 7,078,515 12 
Personal Income per capita      
 1960 $1,853 36
 1999 $29,484 15
       
College Going Rate      
 1996 59.0% 30
      
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more      
 1960 8.4% 16
 1990 24.5% 6
 2000 31.9% 5
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more      
 1960 37.9% 38
 2000 86.6% 21
      
Estimated Federal R & D      
 FY1998 $4,592,915,000 3 
Federal R & D / Capita      
 FY1998 $676 3
VIRGINIA
 University of Arkansas  University of Virgina  Virginia Tech   
 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 2 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. 28
 Average ACT 24.0 Average ACT 29.5 Average ACT 25.0
 Average HS GPA 3.50 Average HS GPA 3.90 Average HS GPA 3.50
 Headcount 15,226 Headcount 22,886 Headcount 27,910
 Degrees/100 Students 18.7 Degrees/100 Students 24.5 Degrees/100 Students 21.8
 Programs/100 Students 1.55 Programs/100 Students 0.77 Programs/100 Students 0.67





Including the University of Arkansas, benchmarking is














































University of North Carolina
University of Oklahoma
University of Oregon
University of Rhode Island






Using data from U.S. News & World Report 2000, the fol-
lowing benchmarking comparisons are provided in this
Appendix: freshman average mid-range ACT or ACT-
equivalent scores; percent of freshmen in top 10 percent
of high school graduating classes; freshman high school
grade point average; 6-year graduation rate; freshman
retention rate; correlation of 6-year graduation rate and
freshman retention rate; student-to-faculty ratio; percent
of undergraduate classes having less than 20 students
enrolled; percent of undergraduate classes with more than
50 students enrolled; number of degrees awarded per 100
students enrolled; number of degree programs per 100 stu-
dents enrolled; weighted average tuition charged (residen-
tial tuition is multiplied by the percent of students who
are residential students, non-residential tuition is multi-
plied by the percent of students who are non-residential,
and the two products are summed to obtain a rough mea-
sure of the resources generated from tuition); state appro-
priation per student; the sum of weighted average tuition
and state appropriation per student to obtain a rough mea-
sure of the resources available to the institution for the
teaching mission; and a plot of financial resources per stu-
dent enrolled versus total enrollment. 
As shown, 6-year graduation rates are highly correlated
with freshman retention rates. If the University of
Arkansas’ performance is consistent with the pattern
shown, then a freshman retention rate of 86 percent will
produce a 66 percent 6-year graduation rate. 
As can be seen from the final chart, the size of the
University of Arkansas makes it difficult to compete with







































































































































ACT and ACT-Equivalent "Mid-Range" Score












































































































































































       Percent of Freshmen in Upper Decile in High School


























































































































































Average High School GPA














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Undergraduate Classes with Under 20 Students













































































































































































Undergraduate Classes with 50+ Students























































































































































Degrees Awarded Per 100 Students



























































































































Degree Programs Per 100 Students
















































Resident Tuition, Non-Resident Tuition and Weighted Average Tuition
(Ranked on Weighted Average Tuition)
Source:  U.S. News & World Report's America's Best Colleges, Year 2000 Edition      














































































































































































































































State Appropriation per Student
(Ranked on State Appropriation per Student)
Data Year:  Fall 1999 headcount data; FY00 State Appropriation Data       
Source of appropriation data:  Grapevine (Illinois State Univ.), university web sites, interviews        
Source of headcount data:  university web sites        
Notes:      
*Prorated estimate of state appropriation      










































































































































































































































State Appropriation per Student and Weighted Tuition Average
(Ranked on sum of Appropriation per Student & Weighted Average Tuition)
Data Year:  Fall 1999 headcount and tuition data; FY00 State Appropriation Data         
Source of appropriation data:  Grapevine (Illinois State Univ.), university web sites, interviews          
Source of headcount data:  university web sites          
Source of weighted average tuition data:  US News & World Report's America's Best Colleges, 2000 Edition        
  Source of tuition data:  1998-99 SUG Tuition and Fees Survey (University of Alabama)         
  Source of tuition data:  1998-99 SUG Tuition and Fees Survey; prorated estimate of state appropriation        
  Prorated estimate of state appropriation        










































































































































































































Shown below is a plot of data from the two previous
tables. The sum of weighted average tuition and state
appropriation per student is plotted against headcount
enrollment. The data are stratified by tier, using U.S.
News & World Report rankings. The University of
Arkansas, which was ranked in Tier 3, is shown in red. Of
interest, all universities having fewer resources than the
University of Arkansas have greater headcount. Also, it is
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APPENDIX F
UA REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
Shown below are the University of Arkansas revenues and
expenditures during FY 2000. State appropriations repre-
sented 35 percent of the total of $279 million in revenues,
with 22 percent coming from tuition and fees. Auxiliary
enterprises (residential life and dining, and men’s and
women’s athletics) represented 16 percent of the revenue
collected. Federal grants and contracts generated 8 per-
cent of the revenue, while private gifts, grants, and con-
tracts accounted for 8 percent. State and local grants and
contracts represented 5 percent of the $279 million
received in FY 2000. 
On the expenditure side of the ledger, 45 percent of the
$259 million expenditures was in direct support of teach-
ing, research, and service activities. Auxiliary enterprises
accounted for 16 percent of the expenditures. Support for
scholarships and fellowships represented 14 percent of
expenditures. Academic support accounted for 8 percent,
operation and maintenance of the physical plant amount-
ed to 6 percent, and institutional administrative support
represented 6 percent of $259 million in expenditures in
FY 2000.  
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Many people contributed to this report, which hasresulted from discussions among 2010Commission members and more than 2,300
Arkansans who participated in focus group and other
meetings organized during the past 12 months. Thus, the
concepts and arguments contained within Making the Case
represent the collective wisdom of many who love and
respect the University of Arkansas—its heritage, its con-
tributions, and its potential for the future.  
While a list of all contributors would be too long to print,
certain individuals and groups deserve specific mention
because of their highly valued and dedicated efforts.
Thus, the 2010 Commission wishes to acknowledge with
sincere thanks Kathy Van Laningham and her colleagues
in the UA Office of Institutional Research. Their data
retrieval and analysis efforts were essential in preparing
most of the tables and figures contained within the report.
Jeff Collins and Craig Schulman in the Walton College of
Business, Center for Business and Economic Research, are
lauded for their study, Priming the Pump: Research as a
Catalyst for Economic Growth, which was so valuable to
the 2010 Commission’s assessments of the potential eco-
nomic impact of the University of Arkansas on the future
of the State of Arkansas.
Staff members in University Relations are singled out for
their assistance in the writing and formatting efforts.
Finally, the 2010 Commission applauds staff members in
the Chancellor’s Office and Provost’s Office, who handled
so well the organizational and planning efforts critical to
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The 2010 Commission—a group of more than 90 busi-
ness, education, and government professionals,
University faculty, students, and staff—was charged by
Chancellor John A. White in 2000 with studying and
presenting a case for the importance of The University
of Arkansas in the State’s cultural and economic future.
In August 2001, the Commission issued its first report:
MAKING THE CASE: The Impact of The University of
Arkansas on the Future of the State of Arkansas.
Nationally and internationally, the report generated
great interest.  Universities throughout the United
States requested multiple copies for their boards and
governing officials.  Higher education officials in
Europe, the Middle East, and Asia received and reacted
favorably to the document’s presentation of the
University’s vision, mission, and goals.
Several U.S. public research university presidents and
chancellors used benchmark data from the report to
argue successfully for increased resources for their insti-
tutions.  Indeed, the benchmark data in MAKING
THE CASE have become known as the “Arkansas
data” among university presidents, chancellors, and
other academic professionals.
In Arkansas, MAKING THE CASE was received with
less enthusiasm—initially.  However, interest built as
the report was presented to a myriad of audiences rang-
ing from service clubs to K-12 administrators to venture
capitalists and other business people.  The report was
also presented to Governor Huckabee and the Joint
Education Committee of the Arkansas Legislature.
Moreover, the report served as a key resource document
for Governor Huckabee’s highly successful Economic
Summit (August 21, 2002), which addressed the theme
Advancing State Economies Through University- & State-
based Research & Development.  
MAKING THE CASE has served to make the case to
private benefactors during the University’s Campaign
for the 21st Century. Most prominently, the report’s
findings were critical in crafting compelling proposals
that led to the landmark $300 million gift from the
Walton Family Charitable Support Foundation.
After the publication of MAKING THE CASE, 2010
Commission members determined that a series of
reports and follow-up on the initial findings of the
Commission would be necessary to support the
advancement of the University through the year 2010.










and in those same two
venues on April 2,
2003, and September
29, 2003. 






• Identifying successful initiatives and best practices
in other states for application in Arkansas
• Building on the work of others, both inside and
outside Arkansas
• Assessing the University’s current status, as well as
the State’s political and economic environment
• Identifying needs objectively and making realistic
recommendations on what the State must do dur-
ing the first decade of the 21st Century to reach
the goals articulated by the Commission.
Renewed Commitment
Arkansas, the United States, and the world have
changed in ways none of us could have predicted in the
summer of 2001 when we were producing MAKING
THE CASE.  This new environment mandates even
greater urgency that The University of Arkansas realize
its vision. A stronger University of Arkansas will edu-
cate the next generation of leaders here and abroad—
the generation who can create a better world. Through
its students and its research, the University addresses
the challenges that face our state, nation, and world.
New products, processes, solutions, insights, and inter-
pretations create economic opportunity, drive economic
development, and ultimately can improve life for all
Arkansans, and influence for good the lives of those
beyond our borders.
Informed by a highly successful first effort, confident in
the message contained in this second report, the 2010
Commission renews its commitment to this all-impor-
tant task.  Herein, the Commission describes the
progress made, the current context, and the course
ahead, encouraging the University community, its sup-
porters, and friends to pick up the pace for realizing the
UA vision of emerging as a nationally competitive, stu-
dent-centered research university serving Arkansas and the
world. By doing so, we will ensure that the contribu-
tions of The University of Arkansas are felt throughout
our State and around the world.
Reynie Rutledge, Sr., Chair
2010 Commission






DATA TO ARGUE FOR
INCREASED FUNDING.
The future of Arkansas is linked inextricably to the
future of The University of Arkansas.  For Arkansas
to be competitive in the 21st Century, The
University of Arkansas must become a nationally
competitive research university.
The 2010 Commission was created to obtain wide-
spread participation in developing a plan for The
University of Arkansas for the first decade of the
21st Century—a plan that will position Arkansas to
compete as one of the nation’s strongest states.  The
two years since the release of that plan in the
Commission’s first report, MAKING THE CASE,
have seen uneven progress:
1.  State appropriations to The University of
Arkansas are not keeping pace with projections
made in MAKING THE CASE. The University
must increase its funding to compete with its peer
universities and to benefit the State of Arkansas. 
Due largely to the economic downturn of the past
two years, state appropriations to The University of
Arkansas have lagged projections in MAKING THE
CASE.  To achieve 2010 goals, the Commission pro-
jected state appropriations for fiscal year 2003
(FY03) needed to be $115.4 million.  Actual state
appropriations in FY03 were $92.9 million, a short-
fall of $22.5 million.
The lag in state appropriations led directly to
increases in tuition.  As a result, the responsibility of
sustaining public higher education has shifted away
from states and onto students and their families.  
The modest tuition increases at The University of
Arkansas are not sufficient for the long term success
of the University.  Other states have experienced
similar fiscal woes.  Most peer institutions have
responded with steep tuition hikes, many in excess of
20 percent per academic year.
2.  Tuition revenues met projections made in
MAKING THE CASE.
However, total enrollment did not equal projected
“As an alumnus of The University of Arkansas, I feel a great sense of pride in the progress the 
U of A is making. The University is enrolling and graduating some of the finest young minds in the
nation. These high-caliber students will help provide America with its next generation of leaders.”
David H. Pryor




levels.  Tuition increases partially offset both state
appropriation shortfalls and slower-than-projected
enrollment growth at The University of Arkansas.
3.  Priority should be given to increasing state
funding at Arkansas’ research universities, particu-
larly The University of Arkansas.
Access to higher education is not an issue in Arkansas.
With its large number of community colleges,
Arkansas ranks 10th nationally in the number of
postsecondary institutions per capita.  State support of
higher education is nationally competitive.  Arkansas is
now in the second of four tiers in per capita state
appropriations for higher education.
4.  Too few students who matriculate initially at
one of the state’s two-year colleges continue their
education and receive a bachelor’s degree from one
of the state’s four-year universities.
National and state data suggest that students who
enter two-year public institutions in Arkansas are far
less likely to graduate with a bachelor’s degree within
six years from an Arkansas public institution than
are their national counterparts.
The issue—too many institutions compete for state
appropriations. To ensure the maximum benefit of
the State’s investment, funding should be focused on
Arkansas’ research institutions, particularly The
University of Arkansas.
5.  Despite fiscal concerns, The University of
Arkansas has made substantial progress toward
improving academic quality and reputation and
toward increasing the quality of the student body.
The University of Arkansas is enrolling high-caliber
students in record numbers, and graduating more
undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral students than
ever before.  
Growing numbers of undergraduates are distinguish-
ing themselves by winning prestigious national and
international scholarships and fellowships: 37 under-
graduates have won prestigious national awards since
MAKING THE CASE was released. These individ-
ual achievements are laudable in themselves, but
their true importance lies in what they represent: a
symbol for Arkansas of a growing commitment to
educational and intellectual achievement and a
change in the level of expectation for all students at
The University of Arkansas, and for the State as a
whole. All students, alumni, and residents of Arkan-
sas gain by association with the State’s growing repu-
tation for academic and intellectual achievement.
6.  Private support has been outstanding.
In April 2002, the Walton Family Charitable
Support Foundation made the largest gift ever to an
American public university: $300 million to The
University of Arkansas.  Of that, $200 million was
directed to establishing and endowing the undergrad-
uate Honors College, and $100 million was directed
to endowing the graduate school. 
While the Walton Gift had a profound impact on
the University, private giving from all sectors has
been tremendous as well.  Private support the past
six years averaged $117,623,943 and exceeded the
total received over the past 106 years.
Picking up the Pace
Within the context described above, the
Commission offers the following list of recommenda-
tions for Arkansas’ Governor and General Assembly,
business leaders, and The University of Arkansas
community. These recommendations have been
revised to reflect the gains achieved in the past two
years and the new and continuing challenges The
University of Arkansas faces in meeting the goals of
the 2010 Commission. 
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In order for The University of Arkansas to achieve
the vision of becoming a nationally competitive, stu-
dent-centered research university serving Arkansas
and the world, support is needed from Arkansas’ gov-
ernment, its business leaders, and from the
University community itself.
Thirty recommendations are made.  Fourteen are
directed to the Governor and the General Assembly;
seven are intended for business leaders in Arkansas;
and nine are aimed at The University of Arkansas
community—trustees, benefactors, students, faculty,
staff, administrators, alumni, and friends.
GOVERNOR AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Recommendation #1
Pick up the pace in 1) improving academic quality and
reputation; 2) increasing the size and quality of the
student body; 3) increasing the diversity of the facul-
ty, staff, and student body; 4) increasing private sup-
port; and 5) increasing federal and state support.
Provide the increased funding necessary to meet the
University’s five institutional goals.  Hold The
University of Arkansas accountable for the goals it
has set and reward it as the goals are achieved.
Recommendation #2
Endorse the vision for The University of Arkansas to
emerge as a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world. 
Recommendation #3
Establish a priority for higher education funding
equal to that for funding K-12.
Recommendation #4
Establish a new source of state revenue, drawing on
the successes of other states.  Establish and dedicate
funds to support both need-based and merit-based
scholarships, and to address critical needs of the
State.
Recommendation #5
Adopt the funding formula currently under develop-
ment by the Arkansas Department of Higher
Education.
Recommendation #6
Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at
institutions showing the greatest promise for research
and scholarship.  Increase the amount of funds avail-
able to all university researchers for required matches
on competitive research grants.
Recommendation #7
Develop a statewide plan for competing in the
knowledge-based economy of the 21st Century.  In
particular, identify and prioritize key areas and insti-
tutions best positioned to strengthen the State’s
intellectual infrastructure in research, science, tech-
nology, education, and medicine.  Channel the nec-
essary financial resources to these priority areas and
institutions, including (in the case of education) the
Arkansas Leadership Academy.
Recommendation #8
Leverage private support by creating a dedicated
State fund to match private gifts to endow professori-
al chairs and academic programs and to construct
academic buildings.
Recommendation #9
Enhance incentives for venture capital and for high
technology firms to locate in Arkansas, as well as
retain and strengthen in-state companies to prevent
them from migrating elsewhere.
“In a few short years, I’ve seen The University of Arkansas’ reputation grow by leaps-and-bounds.
With a continued focus on quality, it’s only a matter of time before the University is mentioned in the
same sentence with the nation’s best learning institutions. We need strong and consistent support to
make that happen as quickly as possible.”





Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increasing
the percentage of Arkansans with baccalaureate 
and advanced degrees (master’s, professional, and
doctoral).
Recommendation #11
Adopt a scholarship program that encourages com-
munity college graduates to complete their bachelor’s
degrees.
Recommendation #12
Provide incentives for two- and four-year institutions
to collaborate by offering degrees on other campuses,
thereby avoiding unnecessary duplication, and
expanding opportunities for Arkansans.
Recommendation #13
Support efforts to recruit high-ability students from
other states and nations to attend college in
Arkansas, thus helping build the technical workforce
needed for the 21st Century economy.
Recommendation #14
Upgrade the State’s information systems infrastruc-
ture and fund a statewide digital library for use by




Pick up the pace in supporting higher education by
investing in and becoming more involved in higher
education institutions.  Support the Governor’s Blue
Ribbon Committee on Higher Education.  Provide
increased philanthropic support.  Sponsor research
projects and contracts that benefit business.  Offer
more opportunities for college students through
internships, externships, and mentoring programs.
Recommendation #16
Actively support the 2010 Commission’s recommen-
dation for a new source of revenue in the State of
Arkansas.  
Recommendation #17
Consider the long-term value of hiring employees
with four-year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets
and assist the State in increasing the number of
adults having at least a bachelor’s degree.
Recommendation #18
Pay nationally competitive salaries for college gradu-
ates and provide competitive benefits to attract out-
standing new talent to Arkansas and stem the exodus
of outstanding native talent to other states.
Recommendation #19
Provide time, opportunities, and financial incentives
for employees to obtain bachelor’s and advanced
degrees (master’s, professional, and doctoral).
Recommendation #20
Define workforce development needs and communi-
cate them to appropriate colleges and universities.
Recommendation #21
Provide more educational opportunities and educa-
tional infrastructure for employees on site and/or in
the context of their lives.  Invest in distance learning
on company sites or work with other businesses, local
high schools, National Guard units, and colleges and
universities to gain access.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 
COMMUNITY
Recommendation #22
Pick up the pace in 1) improving academic quality 
and reputation; 2) increasing the size and quality of
the student body; 3) increasing the diversity of the
“Are we doing everything we can to ensure the success and competitiveness of our State?  
An investment in the University goes a long way toward keeping our brightest young Arkansans in the





faculty, staff, and student body; 4) increasing private
support; and 5) increasing federal and state support.  
Recommendation #23
Realize the vision of becoming a nationally competi-
tive, student-centered research university serving
Arkansas and the world.  
Recommendation #24
Focus on being counted among the best in the
nation, both as a university and as individual aca-
demic and administrative units.  Strive to be ranked
among the nation’s top 50 public universities.
Recommendation #25
Achieve the University’s 2010 goals of enrolling
22,500 students, enrolling 4,000 minority students,
having 88 percent of freshmen return as sophomores,
and graduating 66 percent of entering freshmen
within six years.  Meet 2010 annual research goals,
including $100 million in new awards, $150 million
in expenditures, and $50 million in federal expendi-
tures.  Increase annual private giving to $100 million
and endowment to $1 billion by 2010.  Secure oper-
ating revenues (from state support and tuition) of
$380 million by 2010.
Recommendation #26
Develop a more concerted effort, between the
University and the Arkansas Congressional
Delegation, to seek out and support opportunities to
bring federal research funds to the State.
Recommendation #27
Provide leadership for the public and private educa-
tion systems in the State.  
Recommendation #28
Encourage students and parents to realize higher edu-
cation is an investment, not an expense.
Recommendation #29
Create a communications and marketing plan to
ensure that PICKING UP THE PACE is seen, read,
and understood by key opinion leaders and con-
stituencies across the State.
Recommendation #30
Communicate that The University of Arkansas is the




Since the publication of MAKING THE CASE—
just a month before the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001—The University of Arkansas,
the State of Arkansas, the nation, and the world
have undergone monumental changes.  The War on
Terror demands constant attention and considerable
resources from federal, state, and local governments.
The mounting federal deficit, an erratic stock mar-
ket, a stalled economy, and budget shortfalls totaling
more than $30 billion this year alone across the 50
states have conspired to present economic distress for
the nation’s public research universities unmatched
in more than half a century.  
In the face of such challenges, some may ask, why is
The University of Arkansas 2010 Commission titling
this report PICKING UP THE PACE and challeng-
ing its community of supporters to realize The
University of Arkansas vision?  Shouldn’t the report
more aptly be titled TRYING TIMES?
The 2010 Commission believes that turbulent times
provide a great opportunity to gain “market share”
from the competition and to position the University
as a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university.  Now is not the time to slow the
University’s progress, diminish its commitment to
excel, or settle for less than the best for its students,
stakeholders, and all who benefit from the Univer-
sity’s programs. Now is the time to pick up the pace!  
One thing is certain: The University of Arkansas has
just completed the two most successful years in its
history. 
• The University of Arkansas received the 
largest gift ever made to an American public
university—$300 million from the Walton
Family Charitable Support Foundation.
• The Princeton Review’s The Best 351 Colleges
gave the University an academic score of 80 and
an academic quality rating of three stars.
• The University of Arkansas continues to be
included in America’s 100 Best College Buys.
• The Unofficial (Biased) Insider’s Guide to the 328
Most Interesting Colleges included the University
in its pages.
• The University’s academic reputation improved
to 124th place in the 2004 Edition of U.S. News
& World Report—America’s Best Colleges.
• The average ACT score of entering freshmen at
the University rose to 25.4.
“Many of us know that the economic growth of our State is dependent on the growth of the
University.  And we cannot even begin to estimate the value of The University of Arkansas to 





• The University broke into the top 100 U.S. uni-
versities in research and education funding pro-
vided by the National Science Foundation in
Fiscal Year 2001.
• The University produced more than 3,000 grad-
uates for the first time in its history, in 2003.
• Outside magazine named Fayetteville the 23rd
best college town in North America, ranking
above Austin, Texas, and Athens, Georgia,
among others.
• The Milken Institute Best Performing Cities Report
ranked Northwest Arkansas the number-one
region in the country for economic performance,
recognizing The University of Arkansas’ influ-
ence on economic development in the region
and the State.
• The University was named among the nation’s
top 50 public research universities in two cate-
gories in the August 2002 edition of The Top
American Research Universities.  The University
of Arkansas was also included among the top
100 public research universities overall.
The years ahead promise great things, but the
University faces enormous challenges—decreases in
state appropriations, increased competition from peer
universities, and the need to improve the
University’s graduation rate.  In spite of these con-
cerns, the 2010 Commission believes The University
of Arkansas has a great opportunity to position itself
in the top tier of American research universities.
The time is now for all who will benefit from The
University of Arkansas being counted among the
nation’s finest public universities to pick up the pace.
OLD MAIN, THE MOST RECOGNIZABLE LANDMARK AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS, WILL BECOME
A SYMBOL OF ONE OF THE NATION’S FINEST RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES IF WE CAN PICK UP THE PACE.
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UA PROGRESS AND THE PROSPECTS
FOR REALIZING THE VISION
In 1999, the University’s leadership developed a
progress report to track the various and equally impor-
tant roles The University of Arkansas plays.  It must
contribute to the goal of advancing education at all
levels among Arkansas citizens and thereby spur
growth of the State’s human capital.  However, it must
also make a major contribution to increasing the
State’s intellectual capital—the expansion of knowl-
edge, both cultural and scientific, and the nurturing of
research initiatives for the betterment of citizens’ lives
across the State.
As indicated in the progress report (Table 1) and
Figures 1-4, since 1997 The University of Arkansas
has made significant progress toward its five institu-
tional goals:
• Improving academic quality and reputation
• Increasing the size and quality of the student
body
• Enhancing diversity among students, faculty,
and staff
• Increasing public support, particularly from
federal and state governments
• Increasing private support.
For The University of Arkansas to realize its vision
of being a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world,
it must achieve its five institutional goals.  And, it
“We have learned at Wal-Mart that good, committed people can accomplish extraordinary things.
The University of Arkansas represents a key resource to Wal-Mart, and to the whole State, in






AND EARLY LITERACY 
The College of Education and Health Professions
is committed to improving early childhood edu-
cation in Arkansas. Three programs, funded by
more than $1.3 million in grants from the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services pro-
vide training, free of charge, to approximately
3,000 early childhood educators throughout
Arkansas via a network of two-year colleges
and technical institutes with 230 trainers.  The
enrollees, who represent all 75 counties in
Arkansas, range from first-time caregivers to
those with advanced degrees.  
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must do so within its three-fold mission of teaching,
research, and service.  In the following pages, the
2010 Commission will present clear evidence that
The University of Arkansas is excelling in teaching
students, performing important research, and serving
Arkansas and the world.
IMPROVING ACADEMIC QUALITY 
AND REPUTATION
A good indication of The University of Arkansas’
progress is its rapidly increasing academic reputation,

















































FIGURE 2. UA FRESHMAN HIGH SCHOOL GPA.
Performance Measure 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Freshman ACT (F) 23.5 24.0 24.9 24.8 24.8 25.0 25.4 26.5
Freshman HSGPA (F) 3.40 3.46 3.51 3.52 3.54 3.57 3.60 3.65
Freshman Upper Decile %  (F) 28% 32% 36% 32% 35% 35% 36% 50%
Freshman Mid-Yr Retention  (FS) 90.5% 92.8% 94.1% 92.5% 93.5% 92.6% n/a 96%
Freshman Year Retention  (FF) 73.2% 74.1% 77.2% 81.7% 81.7% 82.2% 82.7% 88%
New Freshman Enrollment  (F) 2,240 2,556 2,268 2,283 2,332 2,251 2,357 3,000
National Merit Scholars  (F) 90 104 120 108 105 109 106 250
Undergraduate Enrollment   (F) 11,974 12,300 12,358 12,550 12,859 12,929 13,125 17,000
Graduate Enrollment   (F) 2,766 2,760 2,868 2,846 2,936 3,106 3,324 5,500
New Transfer Enrollment   (F) 1,157 1,206 1,264 1,178 1,230 1,150 1,264 1,850
Total Minority Enrollment   (F) 1,728 1,785 1,858 1,907 1,938 2,028 2,021 4,000
Total Enrollment   (F) 14,740 15,060 15,226 15,396 15,795 16,035 16,449 22,500
UG 6-Yr Graduation Rate   (S) 41.8% 43.5% 45.1% 45.3% 44.8% 45.9% 48.1% 66%
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded   (AY) 1,756 1,741 1,902 1,889 1,935 2,028 2,291 3,585
Doctoral Degrees Awarded   (AY) 112 121 94 86 90 106 120 185
Master's & Other Degrees Awarded (AY) 864 850 843 872 848 864 907 1,295
Total Degrees Awarded   (AY) 2,732 2,712 2,839 2,847 2,873 2,998 3,318 5,065
Research:  New Awards   (FY) $41.2M $42.3M $41.5M $49.1M $59.3M $52.6M $48.4M $100M
Research:  Expenditures   (FY) $73.7M $78.1M $63.2M $75.9M $83.8M $88.3M $87.4M $150M
Research:  Federal Expenditures  (FY) $16.7M $16.4M $16.1M $21.9M $24.2M $28.7M $27.8M $50M
Private Giving   (FY) $28M $36M $98M $83M $62M $64M $365M $100M
Endowment   (FY) $119M $142M $220M $245M $234M $215M $494M $1B
Unrestricted E&G   (FY) $138.3M $148.5M $161.0M $184.9M $195.6M $197.4M $202.3M $380M
Table 1. University of Arkansas progress report.




• The Princeton Review’s The Best 351 Colleges
(2004 Edition) awarded The University of
Arkansas an academic quality score of 80 out of
100 (Table 2).  Among 45 universities that make
up the Big 10, Big 12, Pac-10, and SEC, The
University of Arkansas ranked 14th in academic
quality.
• The University continues to be included in
America’s 100 Best College Buys. The “best buys”
are institutions that combine high academic
quality with comparatively low cost.
• The Unofficial (Biased) Insider’s Guide to the 328
Most Interesting Colleges 2004 listed the
University as an institution “making a change
for the better.”  The University of Arkansas’
inclusion in the guide placed it among the top
15 percent of four-year institutions in the nation.
• In U.S. News and World Report—America’s Best
Colleges, The University of Arkansas quickly
gained ground in its academic reputation rank-
ing, to 124th among the 248 national doctorate-
granting universities.  The University has
advanced nearly 50 positions since 1998, when it
was ranked 173rd.
• The University was named among the nation’s
top 50 public research universities in two cate-
gories and as one of the top 100 public research
universities in the country.  The rankings in the
August 2002 edition of The Top American
Research Universities are the highest achieved in
the three-year history of the report for The
University of Arkansas.
INCREASING THE SIZE AND 
QUALITY OF THE STUDENT BODY
Remarkable progress has been made in increasing
both the size and quality of The University of
Arkansas’ student body.
• The average ACT score of incoming freshmen 
is 25.4, far exceeding the national average of
20.8 and the  20.3 in-state average (out of a 
possible 36).















































Undergraduate 6-Year Graduation Rates
FIGURE 4. UA 6-YEAR GRADUATION RATES.
University Conference Ranking University Conference Ranking
Northwestern Big 10 98 Florida SEC 84
Vanderbilt SEC 94 Texas Big 12 83
Stanford Pac -10 92 Colorado Big 12 82
Cal-Berkeley Pac -10 90 Illinois Big 10 82
Michigan Big 10 89 Texas A&M Big 12 81
Wisconsin Big 10 88 Arkansas SEC 80
Penn State Big 10 87 Georgia SEC 80
UCLA Pac -10 85 Southern Cal Pac -10 80
Table 2. University of Arkansas' academic ranking by the Princeton Review in four major NCAA 
athletic conferences.
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3,300 degrees (bachelor’s, master’s, and doctor-
ates) for the first time in its history.
• Nearly 16,500 students enrolled in the Uni-
versity beginning in Fall 2003.  This is the
largest total in University history.
• The more than 11,000 in-state undergraduate
students attending The University of Arkansas
come from all 75 counties in Arkansas.
• Enrollment for the new Honors College totaled
1,762 in the 2003-04 academic year—more than
13 percent of the undergraduate student body.
• Since MAKING THE CASE was released in
2001, 37 undergraduates have won prestigious
national scholarships, fellowships, and awards.  
ENHANCING DIVERSITY AMONG 
STUDENTS, FACULTY, AND STAFF
The University of Arkansas is working hard to diver-
sify the student body as well as the faculty and staff.
The Diversity Task Force, formed in 2000, has craft-
ed a diversity blueprint for execution during the
remaining years of this decade.  Climate surveys con-
ducted by the Task Force have also guided programs
in diversity infrastructure development.  
• 14.2 percent of students are members of U.S.
minority populations.
• 5.4 percent are international.
• 49 percent are women.
• Retention of Asian-American freshmen 
increased from 77.3 percent in 1998 to 85
percent in 2003.
• Retention of African-American freshmen in-
creased from 73 percent in 1998 to 82.4 percent
in 2003.
• Retention of Latino/Hispanic freshmen
increased from 67 percent in 1998 to 87 percent
in 2003.
• Since 1997, minority enrollment has increased
17%, compared with an overall University
enrollment increase of 11.6%.
• Key minority hires in upper management posi-
tions since 1997 have included the Vice Chan-
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After a deadly tornado hit Arkadelphia, teams
from the Center for Advanced Spatial
Technologies (CAST) and the School of
Architecture aided in the recovery effort by sup-
plying data and maps that allowed rescuers to
locate damaged areas and thereby assist vic-
tims more quickly.  Funded by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service, CAST has also
evaluated the effects of agriculture and USDA
soil conservation practices on cultural resources. 
Dean of University Libraries, Deputy Director of 
The University of Arkansas Police Department, 
and Director of University Housing, all of whom 
are African-American.
INCREASING PUBLIC SUPPORT, 
PARTICULARLY FROM FEDERAL 
AND STATE GOVERNMENT
The University of Arkansas has made progress in fed-
eral support of its research programs.  However, the
University faces challenges in state support.  In
MAKING THE CASE, the 2010 Commission devel-
oped factors in support of projected modest growth in
state appropriations to The University of Arkansas.
These projections have not been met (Appendix G).
In fact, state appropriations to The University of
Arkansas were cut by $7.6 million for fiscal year
2003.  As a result, the University has instituted
tuition increases, but these increases are not suffi-
cient for the long term growth of The University of
Arkansas.
Despite increasing competition for federal research
and development (R&D) support and losses in state
support, The University of Arkansas was able to sus-
tain or increase federal and state support in some key
areas.  
Among the results are the following: 
• In new research awards, The University of
Arkansas averaged $53.7 million per year from
2000-02, up from $41.7 million in 1997-99.
• Total research expenditures from all sources (fed-
eral, state, corporations and foundations, other
organizations, and institutional funds) have
increased 19% at UA since 1997, to $87.4 mil-
lion in 2003.
• The University surpassed $20 million in federal
expenditures in 2000 and steadily increased in
federal expenditures to FY02’s high of almost
$29 million; for FY03 it totaled $27.8 million.
• In FY01, The University of Arkansas broke into
the top 100 U.S. universities in research and
education funding provided by the National
Science Foundation.
• For the 2001-03 biennium, the State provided
the University almost $4 million in research
matching funds.
• Fall 2003 enrollment was 16,449—fewer stu-
dents than the 17,800 that would be ideal, based
on projections made in MAKING THE CASE
(Figure 5).
• Tuition revenue for FY03 was slightly above 
the projection in MAKING THE CASE 
(Figure 6).  As shown in Appendix G, the 
University was roughly $897,000 ahead in
tuition revenue growth.
• State appropriations to the University were
almost $22.5 million below the projections made
in MAKING THE CASE (Figure 7).  
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FIGURE 7. ACTUAL FY STATE APPROPRIATION GROWTH
VS. PROJECTED STATE APPROPRIATION
GROWTH.
Arkansas were $27.2 million below what was
projected by the 2010 Commission in MAKING
THE CASE for FY03 for the University to be
“on track” to achieve its 2010 goals (Figure 8).
INCREASING PRIVATE SUPPORT
Private support for The University of Arkansas has
been nothing short of spectacular.  The University’s
friends, alumni, and benefactors have embraced the
vision of making The University of Arkansas a
nationally competitive, student-centered research
university serving Arkansas and the world.
• In April 2002, the Walton Family Charitable
Support Foundation gave $300 million to The
University of Arkansas—the largest gift ever to
an American public university.  The Honors
College has been established and endowed using
$200 million.  These funds are used for under-
graduate scholarships; information technology
and library acquisitions in support of undergrad-
uate education; undergraduate research and
study abroad experiences; and faculty chairs and
professorships.
• $100 million went into an endowment for the
University’s Graduate School to support gradu-
ate student fellowships, graduate student
research, library acquisitions in support of gradu-
ate education, and distinguished research faculty
(Figure 9).
• Private support the past six years averaged
$117,623,943 and exceeded the total received
over the previous 106 years.
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“MAKING THE CASE was published as Texas A&M was confronting several difficult budget
problems.  The benchmarking in MAKING THE CASE allowed us to educate our board about the
intensive competitive environment faced by nationally competitive research universities.  The result






The area in which The University of Arkansas is
positioned to deliver profound economic benefits to
the State is its research program.  As the University’s
research program continues to grow and develop, it
will provide the scientific, technological, and intel-
lectual infrastructure the State needs for the econo-
my of the 21st Century.
RESEARCH AND ITS BENEFITS
The economy of the 21st Century will be based on
technology, science, and knowledge.  University of
Arkansas research will foster:
• New products, processes, discoveries, insights,
and interpretations necessary for economic and
cultural progress
• New start-up businesses based on knowledge and
technology
• Technology transfer from the labs to the market-
place, through new and existing businesses
• A scientifically-and technologically-trained
workforce needed to attract business and indus-
try to the State and to enable existing firms to
compete successfully
• A vibrant entrepreneurial climate and enhanced
venture capital availability
THE IMPORTANCE OF 
RESEARCH TO ARKANSAS
TECHNOLOGY-BASED BUSINESS
INCUBATION AND JOB CREATION
The College of Engineering is host to one of
America’s top-rated business incubators, GENE-
SIS Technology Business Incubator, the new
Mack-Blackwell Center for Rural Transportation
Studies, and other business assistance centers
whose simple, shared mission is to support the pri-
vate business sector. In addition to helping busi-
nesses with start-up and management
challenges, other benefits accrue, not only to the
client companies, but also the people of
Arkansas. These centers promote the creation of
jobs, provide real-world experiences for engi-
neering students, and advance the develop-
ment of high-technology and clean industries
that preserve our quality of life.
“Since the creation of the nation’s land-grant universities in the late 1800s, public research universities
have enhanced the quality of life and economic prosperity in the states they serve. I applaud the efforts
of the 2010 Commission to ensure the future of the State of Arkansas by making the case for The
University of Arkansas to join the ranks of the nation’s premier research universities. Business,
education, and governmental leaders across the great State of Arkansas are encouraged to pick up the
pace in their support. The vision for The University of Arkansas must be realized sooner, rather than





• Increased dollars to the State from outside
sources for research projects (from the federal
government, corporations, foundations, and
other organizations)
• An overwhelmingly positive impact on the
Arkansas economy through the leveraging of
research dollars through various market sectors.
Indeed, a study conducted in 2000 by The
University of Arkansas Center for Business and
Economic Research found that every dollar
invested in university-based research in
Arkansas yields an annual return on invest-
ment to the Arkansas economy of 23.2 per-
cent.
The 2010 Commission believes that, if Arkansas
wishes to bring its scientific and technological
research infrastructure to 21st Century standards, its
major course of action must be to invest heavily in
The University of Arkansas. This is so because The
University of Arkansas is the State’s only major
research university—classified as a “Research/Doc-
toral University—Extensive” by the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences
(UAMS) conducts extensive research in the life sci-
ences, of course, but as an academic medical center it
is classified as a “medical institution” by the
Carnegie Foundation rather than a research
university. UAMS, in fact, has had a measurable
impact on Arkansas’ national rankings in life science
research. Research conducted through the UA
Division of Agriculture also adds great value to the
economic development of Arkansas.  Indeed,
UAMS, the Division of Agriculture, and The
University of Arkansas are the State’s best chances
for expanding business and job opportunities through
research in the agricultural, physical and natural sci-
ences, biotechnical and biomedical sciences, engi-
neering, and other fields including business,
education, and the social-behavioral sciences. 
UNIQUE RESEARCH FACILITIES
The University of Arkansas research facilities are
unique in the nation.  For example:
• The Center for Sensing Technology and
Research features a 9.4 Tesla Fourier transform
mass spectrometer (FTMS). The FTMS uses a
high-powered magnet that improves the resolu-
tion of molecular species and provides more
information about their structure. Coupled with
other instruments in the High Performance Mass
Spectrometry Laboratory, the mass spectrometer
offers high-resolution laser desorption mass spec-
trometry not available at any other U.S. public
laboratory.
• The Arkansas-Oklahoma Center for Space and
Planetary Sciences houses a large, stainless steel
vacuum chamber donated to The University of
Arkansas by the Jet Propulsion Laboratory in
Pasadena.  The chamber was constructed for
comet and planetary surface simulations and 
has recently been used for simulating surface
processes on Mars.
• The Chemical Hazards Research Center has the
largest ultra-low-speed boundary layer wind
TRACKING TERRORISTS 
AROUND THE GLOBE 
Terrorism’s societal and economic impacts are
unquantifiable and widespread.  The Univer-
sity’s Terrorism Research Center in Fulbright
College is culling data from the court records of
more than 500 known terrorists to track the crim-
inal, geographic, and temporal patterns that
precede terrorist attacks. Understanding how
such attacks develop and progress could lead
to prediction and prevention measures that
save lives. 
“The University of Arkansas has fueled our economy through its research and, even more valuably, 
through its graduates.  It will help fuel the whole State’s economic future—if Arkansas citizens do





tunnel in the world. Strategically positioned to
conduct homeland security research, the wind
tunnel simulates releases of heavier-than-air
gases into the atmosphere and has been used to
simulate potential disasters and to trace the path
of disasters that have occurred, including the
1984 Union Carbide leak in Bhopal, India,
which killed thousands.
• The High Density Electronics Center (HiDEC)
is one of the world’s top electronics packaging
research and education facilities. HiDEC has
executed contracts from government and indus-
try totaling more than $30 million. Projects have
ranged from multichip module design to the
development and evaluation of new technologies
and electronic products. 
• The Center for Advanced Spatial Technologies
was recognized nationally for its data storage and
retrieval warehouse, GeoStor, by the Urban &
Regional Information Systems Association. The
Center works with people across The University
of Arkansas campus in various disciplines, offer-
ing researchers the latest in innovative technolo-
gies. This has led to interdisciplinary
cross-collaboration in fields as diverse as engi-
neering, agriculture, anthropology, and sociology.
THE BENEFITS OF RESEARCH 
TO ARKANSAS THROUGH TECHNOLOGY
TRANSFER AND OUTREACH
Research at The University of Arkansas is not an
end in itself, but a means to a larger end—a stronger
state, nation, and world. The University strives to
put the beneficial work of research programs out into
the marketplace and the larger society. Two recent
examples are instructive.
“Consider the economic growth and strength of places like Boston, the Bay Area of California, and
North Carolina.  Each draws on and thrives on the research of its universities.  I envision The
University of Arkansas as the same kind of engine for Arkansas’ growth.”
Jim C. Walton
Chairman and CEO
Arvest Bank Group, Inc. 
THE CHEMICAL HAZARDS RESEARCH CENTER HAS THE LARGEST ULTRA-LOW-SPEED, BOUNDARY-
LAYER WIND TUNNEL IN THE WORLD AND HAS BEEN USED TO SIMULATE THE LIKELY DISPERSAL OF GAS
IN DISASTERS.
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ARKANSAS RESEARCH AND 
TECHNOLOGY PARK
Arkansas’ economic future depends on the creation
of new and different types of employment. Drawing
on the intellectual capital within the University, the
new Arkansas Research and Technology Park
(ARTP), created by the University in cooperation
with the City of Fayetteville, is intended to jump-
start the formation of a knowledge-based economy in
Arkansas. It will do so by fostering and attracting
clusters of industries whose commercial pursuits are
strategically aligned with the research strengths of
the University. Among the research competencies
that can be accessed through the Arkansas Research
and Technology Park are:
•Next-generation electronic and photonic devices
•Biotechnology and supporting biological, chemi-
cal, and food sciences
•Transportation and logistics
•Advanced materials and manufacturing
•Database technologies and telecommunications
•Environmental sciences.
Clustering innovative activities within these broad
areas of research will afford companies the benefits
derived from collaboration, labor-source pooling, and
supplier networks. 
The ARTP (Figure 10) will generate not only direct
benefits such as the creation of high-quality, high-
wage jobs in the technology sector, but also the indi-
rect economic impacts that benefit the economy as a
whole. Benefits to the state, the region, and the local
area are expected to originate from the effects that
construction and operation of the ARTP will have
on income and employment and the tax revenue
generated from new economic activity that results.
For example:
• Construction of the ARTP will create 1,582
construction jobs and employee compensation of
$27.1 million.
• The ARTP is expected to generate a present
value of $2.2 million in state and local tax rev-
enues over the life of project construction and
$17.7 million in state and local tax revenue over
the life of project operation.
FIGURE 10. PROPOSED DESIGN OF THE NEW ARKANSAS RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY PARK.
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• At completion, the ARTP will create approxi-
mately 2,000 high-tech, high-paying, permanent
jobs.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE
The University of Arkansas Economic Development
Institute (UAEDI) was created in July 2002 to pro-
mote economic development throughout Arkansas,
in part by helping extend the benefits of the $300
million gift from the Walton Family Charitable
Support Foundation to The University of Arkansas.
UAEDI’s mission is to enhance the economic and
social well-being of the people of Arkansas by
extending University of Arkansas programs in
partnership with others having similar interests.
Potential partners include the full range of public
and private entities.
WALTON COLLEGE CENTER 
FOR BUSINESS AND 
ECONOMIC RESEARCH
The Center for Business and Economic Research
(CBER) in the Sam M. Walton College of Business
is a public service/outreach organization whose
mission is to serve its constituents with unparal-
leled research support; basic and applied busi-
ness and economic analysis; timely, relevant
business, economic, and related public policy
information; and other outreach activities.
CBER outreach programs have benefited every
region of the State, from the Brinkley Long
Range Development Project in the Arkansas
Delta, to the Philander Smith Neighborhood
Revitalization Plan in Little Rock, to the El Dorado
Comprehensive Planning Study.
THE HIGH DENSITY ELECTRONICS CENTER, ONE OF THE WORLD’S TOP ELECTRONICS PACKAGING RESEARCH AND
EDUCATION FACILITIES, HAS EXECUTED CONTRACTS TOTALING MORE THAN $30 MILLION.
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UAEDI’s role is to prepare people for prosperity
through broad-based development (economic, 
community, educational, leadership) and break-
through solutions.  Accordingly, UAEDI proactively
engages UA faculty, staff, students, administrators,
and external partners who have a personal and/or
professional interest in helping promote UAEDI’s
role and mission.  Within its first year, more 
than 200 people were involved in the following
UAEDI-sponsored activities:  creating the new
University of Arkansas Capabilities database and
Web page (uaedi.cast .uark.edu); participating in 
the SEED (Student Efforts in Economic Develop-
ment) class project program; submitting proposals
involving partnerships; implementing funded proj-
ects; and participating in discussion groups and spon-
sored initiatives designed to address critical needs in
Arkansas.
UAEDI believes the key to Arkansas making
progress relative to other states is through broad-
based development and breakthrough solutions.
This usually involves combinations of partnerships
with key linkages to communities that are actively
seeking and financially supporting greater economic
and social well-being and prosperity.  Successful
efforts in these communities are then expected to
serve as models to be expanded, extended, and repli-
cated as appropriate throughout Arkansas.
The initial UAEDI focus has been the creation of
the Technology Center for the Delta in Cross
County to serve as a launching pad for the programs
of The University of Arkansas and other partners.
The goal is to create a viable multi-county economic
development region in the Delta called the
Crossroads Coalition to help Arkansas compete for
jobs in the automotive industry.  To complement this
effort, economic development officials in Cross,
Washington, and St. Francis counties are involved in
a UAEDI Discussion Group exploring how they can
work together in new and creative ways, beginning
with a partnership involving the UA CAST pro-
gram, UA Center for Economic and Business
Research, the Arkansas Department of Economic
Development, and a number of off-campus and pri-
vate entities.
The University of Arkansas is strongly positioned to
enhance the economic and social well-being of
Arkansas’ citizens by further engaging the talents of
its faculty, staff, students, and administrators in
addressing the economic, community, educational,
and leadership aspects of broad-based development.
“The State of North Carolina made a bold move in the 1960s, one watched across the nation, by
investing in its research universities and creating Research Triangle Park.  This was followed by a
parallel effort in the late ’90s to establish the centennial campus at North Carolina State University to
provide services for emerging businesses and start-ups as RTP did for established high tech businesses.
The dividends of these investments to the state, as well as the continued investment in public higher
education, have been phenomenal. The North Carolina experience caused other states to make similar
investments in their research universities. Arkansas has the potential to make similar investments to
position The University of Arkansas to realize its vision of being a nationally competitive, student-
centered research university serving Arkansas and the world. All Arkansans will benefit from The
University of Arkansas achieving its goals, just as all North Carolinians have benefited from having
great, publicly-supported research universities fueling their economy.”
Marye Anne Fox
Chancellor
North Carolina State University
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CONTINUING CHALLENGES 
FOR THE ARKANSAS ECONOMY AND
ARKANSAS HIGHER EDUCATION
“The University of Arkansas already is having a profound impact on our State’s economy. 
And the return on our investment is impressive.  That return will be more and more impressive 
as public investment grows.”
Wayne Garrison
Chairman of the Board
J.B. Hunt Transport, Inc.
The University of Arkansas has made great progress
toward reaching its overarching goals and expanding
its research programs.  However, in light of the eco-
nomic downturn and budget shortfalls, the Univer-
sity faces enormous challenges in the months and
years to come.
THE SHIFTING DYNAMICS OF PAYING FOR 
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
The economic turmoil of the last three years has
greatly accelerated the longer-term shift in who pays
the “lion’s share” of costs for public higher education:
the state or the student.  During the current eco-
nomic downturn, the responsibility for sustaining
public higher education shifted away from the State
and onto students and their families.  As shown in
Figure 11, 47 percent of UA operating income
(called E&G) in FY03 came from the State; whereas,
65 percent came from the State in FY70.
The outlook for the future is not encouraging.
During the most recent legislative session, several
meetings between members of the Arkansas General
LEGAL CLINIC
The School of Law’s Legal Clinic has been serv-
ing the Arkansas community for more than 30
years.  Third-year law students enrolled in Legal
Clinic receive special licenses to represent non-
profit organizations, indigent clients, and gov-
ernment agencies under faculty supervision.
Student attorneys serve in the Washington
County District Court and in the Prosecutor’s
Office, representing juveniles in delinquency
matters and providing legal representation in a
wide range of civil cases, especially family law
matters.  All legal services provided are free-of-
charge to the clients, and student service in
Legal Clinic counts toward graduation from the
School of Law.
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Assembly and presidents and chancellors of the
State’s four-year public universities were held.  The
following message was delivered repeatedly by legisla-
tors:  higher education funding is, at best, fourth pri-
ority in receiving new funds from the State.  Support
for K-12 education is the highest priority, due to the
constitutional requirement for the State to provide
adequate and equitable funding for pre-college edu-
cation; the second priority is funding for prisons, to
house individuals who have been sentenced but for
whom there is no space; third priority is funding for
Medicaid since a federal match is available and care
must be provided for the elderly and infirm.
Finally, if any new money remained, funding needs
for higher education would be considered.  However,
within higher education there appear to exist differ-
ential priorities for funding of two-year and four-year
universities.  It was stated several times that four-year
universities can generate income by raising tuition
and by generating private support.
For the 2002-03 academic year, UA tuition increased
7 percent, significantly lower than most peer univer-
sities, including Texas A&M (27.6 percent) and
South Carolina (22 percent).  As shown in Figure
12, UA tuition has kept pace with the national aver-
age for four-year public colleges and universities.  To
increase UA tuition at double-digit rates will cause
many capable students to defer a college education or
choose a university that cannot provide the lifetime
opportunities available at The University of
Arkansas.
FOOD SAFETY
Poultry Science faculty members are cultivat-
ing viruses as natural enemies of bacteria that
cause food-borne illnesses, such as Salmonella
in chicken. These specialized viruses, called
bacteriophages, are ubiquitous and are harm-
less to humans, other animals, and plants. The
faculty members engaged in this project have
research support from the Division of
Agriculture and the Federal Government and
are working through a multi-institutional Food
Safety Consortium.
THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR PAYING FOR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION HAS SHIFTED AWAY FROM THE
STATE AND ONTO STUDENTS AND THEIR FAMILIES.
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While The University of Arkansas has been very
successful in raising private funds, it is neither wise
nor possible to secure private gifts to replace public
funds.  To attempt to replace public funding with pri-
vate funding for maintenance of existing facilities,
utility costs, and the basic operating needs of the
University will cause prospective donors to look else-
where to make a difference with their philanthropy.
The 2010 Commission maintains the position that
state appropriation is the strong foundation support-
ing everything The University of Arkansas does.
And, state support has been woefully inadequate,
particularly in recent years.
As shown in Figure 13, full-time equivalent (FTE)
enrollment increased at The University of Arkansas
from 13,051 in FY90 to 14,848 in FY04.  Over the
same period, state appropriation increased from $65.3
million to $97.5 million (Figure 14).  Hence, state
support per FTE student increased from $5,002 in
FY90 to $6,570 in FY04 (Figure 15).
However, as shown in Figure 16, increases in state
support have not kept up with inflation.  Expressed in
FY90 dollars, state support per full-time equivalent
student has declined from $5,002 to $4,010.
Had state support grown from FY90 to FY04 at the
rate of the higher education price index (HEPI), the
University of Arkansas FY04 appropriation would
have been $24,140,279 greater than it is. Computing
a gap with FY90 as the base assumes that UA FY90
state funding was at the level needed to be nationally
competitive.  It was not!
The Arkansas Department of Higher Education is
engaged in developing a funding formula for public
higher education.  Based on preliminary results of
ADHE’s efforts, it appears that the real gap in UA
state funding exceeds $30 million.
The cumulative disadvantage of being funded at lev-
els below its peers has been partially offset by dedi-
cated faculty and staff, who perform at nationally
competitive levels without the requisite resources.
However, competing with national universities that
have greater resources has taken its toll throughout
the University.  Arkansas must pick up the pace in its
support of The University of Arkansas.
The University of Arkansas cannot meet the chal-
lenge of the 2010 Commission goals with further
proportional reductions in state appropriation.
Progress can be made, but it will be less than the
Commission believes is possible or best for Arkansas.
The State must decide:  What does she want The
University of Arkansas to be?  What does she want
herself to be?  They are not independent outcomes.
As The University of Arkansas goes, so goes the
State of Arkansas.
“Former Mississippi Governor William Winter, a great advocate of education, wrote that 
‘the road from the poorhouse to prosperity stops at the schoolhouse door.’  
Arkansas and Mississippi have struggled to compete in the national marketplace because we have
failed to understand that excellent educational opportunities—K through graduate school—stimulate
economic development, which in turn enhances the quality of life for all.  Poverty has been our
enemy. The Flagship Universities of Arkansas and Mississippi have stepped forward to provide the
leadership needed in both states.  The University of Arkansas’ 2010 Commission is a model that, if
pursued vigorously, will provide high-quality educational opportunities, meaningful research, and
much-needed community service.  BLUE PRINT MISSISSIPPI is a similar effort in our state.
The people of Arkansas and Mississippi will embrace the goals of our universities as they see more
clearly that education and research are critical to the eradication of poverty, building stronger
economies, and creating a better life for all.”
Robert C. Khayat
Chancellor
The University of Mississippi
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FIGURE 11. CHANGE IN THE MIX OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS ANNUAL OPERATING INCOME
COMING FROM THE STATE VS. THE STUDENT: STATE/STUDENT MIX CHANGED FROM
65%/27% IN FY70 TO 47%/40% IN FY03. (UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS OPERATING
INCOME, DESIGNATED E&G, IS THE SUM OF STATE APPROPRIATION, TUITION AND
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FIGURE 12. TUITION AND MANDATORY FEES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS VS. THE AVERAGE
TUITION AND MANDATORY FEES AT THE NATION’S FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNI-
VERSITIES. UA TUITION & FEES INCREASED FROM $1,563 FOR FY90 TO $4,768 FOR FY04;
OVER THE SAME PERIOD, THE NATIONAL AVERAGE INCREASED FROM $1,696 TO $4,694.
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The State’s major funding priorities can be divided
into two categories:  those that meet the needs of a
small fraction of citizens by addressing immediate
financial and health needs, as well as inequities of
the past (Medicaid and prisons are examples) and
those that secure a brighter future for all citizens
(education and economic development are exam-
ples).  Likewise, the State’s funding sources can be
classified as either “revenue producers” or “revenue
consumers.”  Revenue producers produce financial
resources for the State; revenue consumers consume
financial resources.  Money spent on revenue 
producers is an investment with real monetary
returns; money spent on revenue consumers is an
expenditure that does not yield direct monetary
returns to the State.
To generate the money needed for the State’s rev-
enue consumers, it is essential that money be invest-
ed in the State’s revenue producers.  Education
(pre-kindergarten through post-doctorate) is a criti-
cal revenue producer for Arkansas.  Investments in
education yield substantial returns to the State and
to the individuals being educated.
Corrections is a revenue consumer, as is Medicaid.
However, due to federal matching of Medicaid pay-
ments by states, Arkansas pays less than the full cost
of providing Medicaid for the elderly and disabled.
Due to a faster payback on the investment, money
spent on four-year universities yields a higher return
for both the State and the university graduates than
money spent on two-year colleges; likewise, money
spent on two-year colleges yields a greater return to
the State and the individuals than money spent on
K-12.  Figure 17 depicts median earnings for various
levels of education; likewise, employment rates are
shown as a function of education levels.
It is not coincidental that Arkansas ranks at or near
the bottom among the 50 states in both median
household income and percentage of adults with at
least a bachelor’s degree.  For Arkansans to enjoy the
economic benefits found in the vast majority of
states, a significant increase must occur in the num-
ber of college graduates residing in the State.  As the
number of Arkansans with at least a bachelor’s
degree increases, so will the average income of
Arkansans.  With an increase in average income,
state revenues will increase, thus providing resources
needed for revenue consumers.
FIGURE 13. GROWTH IN FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) STUDENT ENROLLMENT AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
























In September 2002, the Milken Institute, an inde-
pendent economic think tank, issued its State
Technology and Science Index, a report offering a com-
prehensive inventory of science and technology
assets in each of the 50 states.  The report provides
states with a benchmark, gauges their progress in
technology, and assesses their leveraging capabilities
to promote economic development.  Arkansas was
ranked 50th overall.  The six-point gap between
Arkansas and its nearest competitor, Mississippi, is
the largest gap among the scores. (See Appendix C.)
The following passage puts the Arkansas story into
the context of the lowest-performing states.
“Arkansas is in the unenviable position of 50th (last) on
the index.  Its best ranking on any of the five composites
was 45th.”
In the 56 categories of the State Technology and
Science Index, Arkansas ranked in the bottom tier in
all but 13.
The better news is this:  The University of
Arkansas, buttressed by adequate state support, is
in position to directly or indirectly improve the
State’s rankings in 53 of those 56 categories.
Those states that have fared well in the Milken
Institute rankings have great research universities.
Because 53 of the 56 categories are affected directly
by the performance of research universities, the path
forward for Arkansas is clear:  strengthen support of
its research universities, principally The University
of Arkansas and the University of Arkansas for
Medical Sciences, in order to create a strong econo-
my for the State. In a separate study by the Milken
Institute, the Best Performing Cities Report, Northwest
FIGURE 14. STATE APPROPRIATION FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS: FROM $65,278,775 FOR FY90




















“We cannot afford to let the short-term fiscal shortages in our State government affect the





FIGURE 16. INFLATION ADJUSTED STATE APPROPRIATION PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS, EXPRESSED IN FY90 DOLLARS: FROM $5,002 IN FY90 TO
$4,010 IN FY04. THE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT CALCULATION IS BASED ON HIGHER




























FIGURE 15. STATE APPROPRIATION PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT ENROLLED AT THE UNIVERSITY

































Arkansas was ranked the number-one region in the
country for economic performance.  This is recogni-
tion of The University of Arkansas’ impact on the
development of this region. An increase in state
support will help maximize the University’s impact
on the economic and cultural development of the
entire State of Arkansas.
THE PEER 7
In MAKING THE CASE, the 2010 Commission
compared Arkansas to the Peer 7—a group of seven
states whose experiences provide a useful contrast to
Arkansas. Iowa was chosen because its population
and geographic size are similar to Arkansas and
because its higher education system is very different
from the Arkansas system. North Carolina, Texas,
and Virginia were chosen on the basis of their long
histories of emphasizing quality in higher education.
Georgia was included because of the progress made
during the 1990s. Kentucky and Tennessee were
included due to their governors’ emphases on build-
ing world-class public research universities.
The State of Arkansas continues to rank last in the
Peer 7 in three of four key measures related to eco-
nomic development (Table 3):
• Percentage of adult population with bachelor’s
degree or more: Arkansas: 18.3 percent; Peer 7
average, 24.9 percent
• Personal income per capita: Arkansas: $23,400;
Peer 7 average, $28,400
• Federal R&D: Arkansas: $189 million; Peer 7
average, $2.26 billion
• Federal R&D per capita:  Arkansas: second-to-
last at $70; Peer 7 per capita average, $264.
Not surprisingly, when compared to the 12 top public
research universities in the Peer 7 states, The
University of Arkansas ranks last in several key
measures, according to data collected by TheCenter,
a non-profit research institute out of Gainesville,
Florida, dedicated to assessing the progress of
research universities (Table 4). The University of
Arkansas ranks last in total research expenditures,
with $78.3 million for 2001, compared to top-ranked
Texas A&M at $407 million. It also ranks last in fed-
eral research expenditures for 2001, with $23 mil-
lion, compared with University of North Carolina’s
$221.6 million. Further comparisons on various insti-
tutional characteristics are shown in Table 5.
Most comparative economic studies place a 
premium on the quality of public higher education
in general and the quality of world-class public
research universities and academic research 
FIGURE 17. EARNINGS AND UNEMPLOYMENT BY EDUCATION LEVEL ATTAINMENT.
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Note: Earnings for year-round full-
time workers 25 years and over;
unemployment rate for those 25
and over. Based on Bureau of the



















Texas A&M University 407,041 149,382
Georgia Institute of Technology 306,533 143,836
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 303,576 221,615
North Carolina State University 299,259 95,875
University of Texas-Austin 295,104 195,184
University of Georgia 272,298 66,913
University of Iowa 255,348 155,249
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 216,323 77,384
University of Kentucky 211,721 86,239
Iowa State University 179,196 62,024
University of Virginia 149,547 122,868
University of Tennessee-Knoxville 111,710 48,739
University of Arkansas 78,303 23,172
Table 4. Expenditures of top public research universities in Peer 7 states reported by TheCenter, an inde-








programs in particular. Though The University of
Arkansas has posted significant gains on multiple
fronts, its progress has not been sufficient to move
the State forward in economic development rank-
ings. Much stronger progress—in enrollment growth,
in diversity, in graduate and research programs, and
in academic quality and reputation—will be required
to achieve that result before 2010. Those gains, in
turn, will have a significant effect on key Milken 
S & T Index economic development indicators, such
as percentage of the population with bachelor’s and
advanced degrees, research grants and contracts,
business incubator start-ups, patents, research capi-
talization, and all of the relevant science, technology,
and business growth variables. For that to happen,
however, greater state funding is required.
THE HIGHER EDUCATION LANDSCAPE
IN ARKANSAS
In 1991, Act 1244 was passed, establishing the
Arkansas Technical and Community College System.
Arkansas 2.71 18.3% $23.4 $189 $70
Georgia 8.56 25.0% $28.7 $3,416 $406
Iowa 2.94 23.1% $28.1 $341 $116
Kentucky 4.09 21.6% $25.7 $273 $67
North Carolina 8.32 22.4% $27.6 $1,415 $172
Tennessee 5.80 21.5% $27.4 $1,133 $197
Texas 21.78 26.2% $28.4 $4,347 $203
Virginia 7.29 34.6% $32.7 $4,924 $684
Peer Avgs 8.40 24.9% $28.4 $2,264 $264
Table 3. A comparison of educational levels and research university-linked economic development indica-






















Number Post-Doctoral Number of 
Research University of Doctorates Appointees National Academy
2002 2001 Members 2002
University of Texas-Austin 639 207 53
Texas A&M University 504 232 17
University of Georgia 393 187 7
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 390 594 36
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 326 111 12
University of Virginia 321 366 20
University of Iowa 320 370 18
North Carolina State University 300 75 18
University of Tennessee-Knoxville 276 120 1
Georgia Institute of Technology 257 64 26
Iowa State University 239 180 9
University of Kentucky 216 250 3
University of Arkansas 106 57 2
Table 5. Selected institutional characteristics of top public research universities in Peer 7 states reported
by TheCenter, an independent think tank based in Gainesville, Florida.
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“Today there is no doubt that a nationally competitive research university is utterly essential to the eco-
nomic, social, and cultural vitality of any state.  There once was a time when a strong research univer-
sity provided a state with a competitive advantage.  Those days are gone.  In the 21st Century, having
a competitive research university has become a fundamental necessity, every bit as much as good roads
and hospitals.  The University of Arkansas’ report, MAKING THE CASE, provided comprehensive
data and a sophisticated strategic argument for building just such a university.  I and my colleagues




This legislation allowed specified vocational/techni-
cal schools to convert to technical colleges if they
could win regional accreditation. The act spawned
11 new technical colleges, with related legislation
authorizing three more. After 1991, additional legis-
lation encouraged the evolution of numerous techni-
cal colleges into community colleges and ultimately
their association with four-year universities and
university systems.  As a result:
• Arkansas ranks 10th nationally in the number of
public postsecondary institutions per capita.
• Nearly everyone in Arkansas who wants to earn at
least a two-year degree can do so, at a location
close to home (within 45 miles). See Figures 18-20.
The improvement in access to higher education
would seem to be a positive development for
Arkansas, but there have been some unintended
effects:
• The college-going rate in Arkansas has increased
by only 2.2 points, to 59.5 percent, since 1992
when the rate was 57.3 percent.  
• Arkansas ranks 49th in the percentage of high
school graduates receiving two-year degrees.
• Only 3 percent of four-year degree-seeking stu-
dents who matriculate first at a two-year public
institution in Arkansas graduate with a bachelor’s
degree within six years from an Arkansas public
institution.  Nationally, 13 percent do so 
(Figure 21).
Largely because the State supports so many public
institutions, Arkansas is now in the second of four
tiers in state appropriations for higher education per
34
capita.  Too many institutions must compete for
resources that have not grown proportionately. The
result is that none receive adequate base funding
from the State. In comparing The University of
Arkansas’ funding in FY00 with that of other
research universities in the Southern Regional
Education Board , the Arkansas Department of
Higher Education (ADHE) concluded that $17 mil-
lion should be added to The University of Arkansas
base in support of its research mission.  More recent
studies by ADHE in developing a funding formula for
the State suggest that the gap in funding for The
University of Arkansas exceeds $30 million.
The 2010 Commission believes it is time to focus
on the quality of Arkansas’ four-year research
institutions, particularly The University of
Arkansas.  It applauds Governor Mike Huckabee for
appointing a Blue Ribbon Committee to address
higher education issues of concern to the 2010
Commission and appreciates the Governor’s appoint-
ment of the 2010 Commission Chair, Reynie
Rutledge, Sr., to the Blue Ribbon Committee.
• The State needs many more graduates with
bachelor’s degrees and advanced degrees to com-
pete successfully in the knowledge-based econo-
my of the 21st Century.
• The adoption of a scholarship program that
encourages community college graduates to
complete their bachelor’s degrees would add to
Arkansas’ skilled workforce.
• The state requires a greatly expanded academic
research base in order to attract the resources
(intelligent people and financial support from a
variety of sources) that will spur economic
development.
• The combination of a skilled workforce of
University of Arkansas graduates and research
being done at the University will lead to spin-
off companies.  
• These spin-off companies will help Arkansas
compete in the economy of the 21st Century.
THE STATE NEEDS MANY MORE GRADUATES TO COMPETE SUCCESSFULLY IN THE KNOWLEDGE-BASED
ECONOMY OF THE 21ST CENTURY.
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FIGURE 19. 2003 FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS WITH 45-MILE RADII.
FIGURE 18. 2003 TWO-YEAR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS WITH 45-MILE RADII. 
NOTE: UA-FORT SMITH FULFILLS BOTH TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR MISSIONS.
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FIGURE 20. 2003 TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS WITH 45-MILE RADII. 
FIGURE 21. NATIONAL AND ARKANSAS AVERAGES OF GRADUATION RATES FOR STUDENTS ENTERING
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In this final section, the 2010 Commission provides
recommendations for what must occur in the months
and years ahead if The University of Arkansas is to
realize its vision as a nationally competitive, student-
centered research university serving Arkansas and
the world.  
Thirty recommendations are made.  Fourteen are
directed to the Governor and the General Assembly;
seven are intended for business leaders in Arkansas;
and nine are aimed at The University of Arkansas
community—trustees, benefactors, students, faculty,
staff, administrators, alumni, and friends.
Picking up the Pace
Arkansas, the United States, and the world have
changed in ways no one could have predicted in the
summer of 2001 when the 2010 Commission was at
work on MAKING THE CASE.  
This new environment mandates even greater
urgency that The University of Arkansas realize its
vision. A stronger University of Arkansas will edu-
cate the next generation of leaders here and
abroad—the generation that can create a better
world. Through its students and its research, the
University addresses the challenges that face the
state and nation, and mankind as a whole. New
products, processes, solutions, insights, and interpre-
tations create economic opportunity, drive economic
development, and ultimately can improve the lot of
all Arkansans, and influence for good the lives of
those beyond our borders.
Informed by a highly successful first effort, confident
in the message contained in this second report, the
2010 Commission renews its commitment to this all-
important task.  This report describes the progress
made, the current context, and the course ahead,
encouraging the University community, its support-
ers, and friends to pick up the pace to realize The
University of Arkansas’ vision of emerging as a
nationally competitive, student-centered research univer-
sity serving Arkansas and the world. By doing so, the
contributions of The University of Arkansas will be
felt throughout Arkansas and around the world.
GOVERNOR AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Recommendation #1
Pick up the pace in supporting the University’s five
major goals and providing the increased funding 
RECOMMENDATIONS
“It’s no surprise to see Northwest Arkansas thriving.... The U of A is a contributor 
not only to the economy of NWA, but the whole State and beyond. As a result of its graduates 





necessary to attain them.  Hold the University
accountable for the goals it has set and reward it as
the goals are achieved.  
Recognize that The University of Arkansas repre-
sents one of the State’s greatest resources for posi-
tioning the State of Arkansas as a leader in the
economy of the 21st Century. 
Recommendation #2
Endorse the vision for The University of Arkansas to
emerge as a nationally competitive, student-centered
research university serving Arkansas and the world.  
Recognize that The University of Arkansas’ drive for
excellence and national stature is a means to a larger
end:  building the kind of institution that can assist
the State of Arkansas in developing the knowledge-
based, high-technology economy that will enable
Arkansans to compete successfully in a global econo-
my and enjoy a higher quality of life.
Recommendation #3
Establish a priority for higher education funding
equal to that for funding K-12.
Nationally, Arkansas ranks at or near the bottom in
both median family income and the percent of adults
having at least a bachelor’s degree.  That is not a
coincidence.  Income is highly correlated with edu-
cation level.  Likewise, unemployment rates are
inversely proportional to educational level (as shown
in Figure 17).
For Arkansas to have a chance of moving into the
ranks of states whose citizens enjoy economic and
cultural benefits not available to the vast majority of
Arkansans, it is essential that investments be made
to equip Arkansans to compete in the 21st Century
knowledge-based economy.  Giving a higher priority
to funding higher education, in general, and four-
year universities, in particular, is essential if Arkansas
is to partake of the bright future that is already
assured for so many other states.
Recommendation #4
Establish a new source of state revenue, drawing on
the successes of other states.  Establish and dedicate
funds to support both need-based and merit-based
scholarships, and to address critical needs of the
State.
The 2010 Commission notes that the lack of dedi-
cated funding requires institutions to pay for scholar-
ships out of their base budgets, which are already
inadequate, and puts added stress on state budgets.
Recommendation #5
Adopt the funding formula currently under develop-
ment by the Arkansas Department of Higher
Education.
Currently, institutions of higher learning must plead
their cases individually with the General Assembly.
The result is significant unevenness in funding levels
among two-year institutions and four-year universi-
ties with overlapping goals and missions.  With its
unique role and mission, The University of Arkansas
must compare its funding with that of other national
public research universities.
The current funding situation provides compelling
evidence that a more effective approach is needed—
one that responds to the issues of the State as a
whole rather than as separate political or geographic
regions.  The 2010 Commission endorses the funding
formula currently under development by the
Arkansas Department of Higher Education.
Recommendation #6
Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at
institutions showing the greatest promise for research
and scholarship.  Increase the amount of funds avail-
able to university researchers for required matches on
“If Arkansas intends to be a leader in the knowledge-based economy, the State will depend on the
research done at The University of Arkansas.”
Georgia Elrod Harris
Past Chair
Arkansas Higher Education Board
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competitive research grants.  Increase support for the
Arkansas Science and Technology Authority.
Every dollar invested in university-based research in
Arkansas yields an annual return on investment to
the Arkansas economy of 23.3 percent.  This
extraordinary return on investment in university-
based research should be recognized and supported.
Recommendation #7
Develop a statewide plan for competing in the
knowledge-based economy of the 21st Century.  In
particular, identify and prioritize key areas and insti-
tutions best positioned to strengthen the State’s
intellectual infrastructure in research, science, tech-
nology, education, and medicine. 
Channel the necessary financial resources to these
priority areas and institutions, including (in the case
of education) the Arkansas Leadership Academy.
Draw upon initiatives developed by the Southern
Governors Association and the Southern Technology
Council to help create this statewide plan.
Recommendation #8
Leverage private support by creating a dedicated
State fund to match private gifts to endow professori-
al chairs and academic programs and to construct
academic buildings.
Florida, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Texas, and other states
have used this strategy successfully.  Arkansas cur-
rently lacks the resources necessary to fully fund
higher-education competitively.  Public-private part-
nerships must be encouraged and maximized.
Recommendation #9
Enhance incentives for venture capital and for high
technology firms to locate in Arkansas, as well as
retain and strengthen in-state companies to prevent
them from migrating elsewhere.
Build on the foundation established in the last leg-
islative session.  Leverage investments in the
Arkansas Department of Economic Development
and Arkansas Science and Technology Authority.
Arkansas should consider the innovative approaches
other states are using to attract firms from high-cost,
congested areas of the nation.  As an example,
Nebraska supports university-based research that
leads to commercial intellectual property and guaran-
tees rates of return to venture capital firms by rebat-
ing income taxes. 
Recommendation #10
Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increas-
ing the percentage of Arkansans with baccalaureate
and advanced degrees (master’s, professional, and
doctoral).
To compete successfully in the 21st Century,
Arkansas must substantially increase the number of
adults with at least a bachelor’s degree.  One
approach is to provide incentives for graduates of
two-year programs to pursue four-year degrees.
Examples of such incentives include transfer scholar-
ships, direct rewards to two-year colleges for each
graduate enrolling in a four-year institution, and for-
givable loans that are paid back with employment in
Arkansas.
Recommendation #11
Adopt a scholarship program that encourages com-
munity college graduates to complete their bachelor’s
degrees.
“The report, MAKING THE CASE, eloquently presented the context for the role of a research univer-
sity in building a state’s economy for the future and in offering new opportunities for young people who
previously may not have known they could reach that high.  Having come from a Southern family back-
ground myself, where I was the first generation to go to college, being able to attend a state university
was crucial to opening new horizons for me.  The University of Arkansas is on track to open doors for
thousands of young men and women like me who will in turn do remarkable things for their home State.”
G. Wayne Clough
President
Georgia Institute of Technology
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Put programs in place to increase the number of
Arkansas two-year college students who go on to
earn four-year degrees.  An example of this is the
recent proposed partnership between Northwest
Arkansas Community College and The University of
Arkansas.  The University is seeking ways to serve
place-bound students so that they may achieve a
four-year degree.  The State could assist in this
process by providing scholarships to these students.
Recommendation #12
Provide incentives for two- and four-year institutions
to collaborate by offering degrees on other campuses,
thereby avoiding unnecessary duplication, and
expanding opportunities for Arkansas.
The investment made in the State’s two-year colleges
should be leveraged to produce more four-year gradu-
ates.  Two-year colleges should more frequently
become entry points for four-year institutions.  The
partnership between The University of Arkansas and
Northwest Arkansas Community College is an exam-
ple of the desired collaboration.  New resources will
be required for it to succeed.
Recommendation #13
Support efforts to recruit high-ability students from
other states and nations to attend college in
Arkansas, thus helping build the technical workforce
needed for the 21st Century economy.
Studies show that college students recruited from
out-of-state are 2.5 times more likely to live in the
state that is the home of the institution from which
they graduate than those who leave the State to pur-
sue their college education.
Recommendation #14
Upgrade the State’s information systems infrastruc-
ture and fund a statewide digital library for use by
public libraries, as well as public and private colleges
and universities.
Having high-speed, digital information resources is as
essential in the 21st Century as transportation infra-
structure was in the 20th Century.
BUSINESS LEADERS
Recommendation #15
Pick up the pace in supporting higher education by
investing in and becoming more involved in higher
education institutions.  Support the Governor’s Blue
Ribbon Committee on Higher Education.  Provide
increased philanthropic support.  Sponsor research
projects and contracts that benefit business.  Offer
more opportunities for college students through
internships, externships, and mentoring programs.
Work with colleges and universities to develop pro-
grams that make students aware of the corporate and
business sector and the opportunities therein.
Explore the creation of full partnerships with colleges
and universities to accomplish all this and more.  A
committed business community will help Arkansas
higher education achieve enhanced quality and
effectiveness.
Recommendation #16
Actively support the 2010 Commission’s recommen-
dation for a new source of revenue in the State of
Arkansas.  
Support efforts to increase revenue for need-based
and merit-based scholarships and for other areas of
critical need.
Recommendation #17
Consider the long-term value of hiring employees
with four-year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets
and assist the State in increasing the number of
adults having at least a bachelor’s degree.
Such hiring policies will improve Arkansas’ standing





relative to other states, making the State more com-
petitive nationally.  All Arkansans will benefit from
the stronger economy that results.
Recommendation #18
Pay nationally competitive salaries for college gradu-
ates and provide competitive benefits to attract out-
standing new talent to Arkansas and stem the exodus
of outstanding native talent to other states.
It is essential for the success of the State of Arkansas
that the most-skilled graduates remain in the State.
Recommendation #19
Provide time, opportunities, and financial incentives
for employees to obtain bachelor’s and advanced
degrees (master’s, professional, and doctoral).
The increasing complexity of all fields demands
higher levels of education and training.  Employees
with advanced degrees will be particularly important
in providing the scientific, technological, and intel-
lectual leadership required to ensure that Arkansas
business and industry can compete globally.
Recommendation #20
Define workforce development needs and communi-
cate them to appropriate colleges and universities.
Today’s technology allows education to be brought to
students, regardless of location.  The question is no
longer what to teach, but where and how to teach it.
Recommendation #21
Provide more educational opportunities and educa-
tional infrastructure for employees on site and/or in
the context of their lives.  Invest in distance learning
on company sites or work with other businesses, local
high schools, National Guard units, and colleges and
universities to gain access.
Partnering with others can be a winning strategy.
Develop career advancement ladders based on per-
formance as well as increasing educational attain-
ment and skills development.  Make time and
training available to employees.  Employees should
be given the opportunity to learn to use instructional
technology and take the courses needed for profes-
sional advancement.
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS COMMUNITY
Recommendation #22
Pick up the pace in 1) improving academic quality and
reputation; 2) increasing the size and quality of the
student body; 3) increasing the diversity of the facul-
ty, staff, and student body; 4) increasing private sup-
port; and 5) increasing federal and state support.  
The success of The University of Arkansas directly
impacts the success of the State of Arkansas.
Making progress toward these five institutional goals
will positively affect the quality of life of all
Arkansans.
Recommendation #23
Realize the vision of becoming a nationally competi-
tive, student-centered research university serving
Arkansas and the world.
A nationally competitive University of Arkansas will
stimulate the economy of the State and enhance the
quality of life of its citizens.
Recommendation #24
Focus on being counted among the best in the
nation, both as a university and as individual aca-
demic and administrative units.  Strive to be ranked
among the nation’s top 50 public universities.
Benchmark against other national research universi-
ties and their respective units.  Strive to compare
“The University of Arkansas and the State are in a unique partnership, one that benefits our citizens,
our economy, and our future.”




favorably with other national research universities.
Identify “best practices,” improve on them, and apply
them within The University of Arkansas.
Recommendation #25
Achieve the University’s 2010 goals of enrolling
22,500 students, enrolling 4,000 minority students,
having 88% of freshmen return as sophomores, and
graduating 66% of entering freshmen within six
years.  Meet 2010 annual research goals, including
$100 million in new awards, $150 million in expen-
ditures, and $50 million in federal expenditures.
Increase annual private giving to $100 million and
endowment to $1 billion by 2010.  Secure operating
revenues (from state support and tuition) of $380
million by 2010.
Achieving these 2010 goals is essential both to the
State of Arkansas and The University of Arkansas.
Recommendation #26
Develop a more concerted effort, between the
University and the Arkansas Congressional
Delegation, to seek out and support opportunities to
bring federal research funds to the State.
Communicate to elected leaders that the University’s
research programs are positioned to make a profound
impact on the State’s economy.  Every dollar invest-
ed in university-based research in Arkansas yields an
annual return on investment to the Arkansas econo-
my of 23.2 percent.
Recommendation #27
Provide leadership for the education systems in the
State, private and public.  
As the State’s only comprehensive research universi-
ty, The University of Arkansas must provide leader-
ship statewide, from pre-kindergarten to
post-doctorate level, to increase the state’s college-
going rate, to improve student retention throughout
the system, and to specifically target improvement of
six-year graduation rates among the state’s colleges
and universities.  The University also must strive to
increase research capacity in the State by working
with other colleges and universities to insure that
they become stronger research partners.
The University must lead the way in increasing edu-
cation standards across the State; it must be innova-
tive, collaborative, and cooperative in working with
other colleges and universities to address the teach-
ing shortage and nursing shortage in the State; and it
must serve the professional advancement needs of
teachers and education administrators.
Recommendation #28
Encourage students and parents to realize higher edu-
cation is an investment, not an expense.
To successfully educate students and parents regard-
ing their investment in their future via higher educa-
tion will necessitate a change of mindset, a change of
culture for the State.  But it must occur.
Too few understand the difference in purchasing a
car or truck and paying for a college education.
While willing to borrow money to purchase a vehicle
that depreciates in value, too many are unwilling to
borrow money to secure a bachelor’s degree that
appreciates in value.
Recommendation #29
Create a communications and marketing plan to
ensure that Picking up the Pace is seen, read, and
understood by key opinion leaders and multiple con-
stituencies across the State.
Communicate regularly with business, education,
government, and media leaders throughout the State
regarding progress being made.  Harness the power
and prestige of the 2010 Commission in communi-
cating the vision for the University and the positive
implications for the State of realizing the vision.
Recommendation #30
Communicate that The University of Arkansas is the
best hope for Arkansas to have a nationally competi-
tive research university.  Success in the knowledge-
based economy of the 21st Century depends on
having such an institution and the value such an
institution brings to the State.
For this reason, it is essential that The University of
Arkansas strive to be counted among the nation’s





Arkansas’ Public Colleges & Universities, 2003
 University of Arkansas  Two-Year Public College
 University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences  Branch of Four-Year Public College
 Four-Year Public University  Branch of Two-Year Public College
Name Abbreviation
Arkansas Northeastern College ANC
Arkansas State University - Beebe ASUB
Arkansas State University - Heber Springs ASUB-Heber*
Arkansas State University - Jonesboro ASUJ
Arkansas State University - Mountain Home ASUMH
Arkansas State University - Newport ASUN
Arkansas State University - Searcy ASUB-Searcy*
Arkansas State University Technical Center - Marked Tree ASUMT*
Arkansas Tech University ATU
Arkansas Valley Technical Institute of Arkansas Tech University ATU-AVTI
Black River Technical College BRTC
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas CCCUA
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas - Ashdown CCCUA-Ashdown*
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas - Nashville CCCUA-Nashville*
East Arkansas Community College EACC
Henderson State University HSU
Mid-South Community College MSCC
National Park Community College NPCC
North Arkansas College NAC
Northwest Arkansas Community College NWACC
Ouachita Technical College OTC
Ozarka College OZC
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas PCCUA
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas - DeWitt PCCUA-DeWitt*
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas - Stuttgart PCCUA-Stuttgart*
Pulaski Technical College PTC
Rich Mountain Community College RMCC
South Arkansas Community College SACC
Southeast Arkansas College SEAC
Southern Arkansas University - Magnolia SAUM
Southern Arkansas University - Tech SAUT
University of Arkansas Community College at Batesville UACCB
University of Arkansas Community College at Hope UACCH
University of Arkansas Community College at Morrilton UACCM
University of Arkansas UA
University of Arkansas at Fort Smith UAFS
University of Arkansas at Little Rock UALR
University of Arkansas at Monticello UAM
University of Arkansas at Monticello - College of Technology - McGehee UAM-CTM*
University of Arkansas at Monticello - Forest Echoes Technical Institute - Crossett UAM-CTC*
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff UAPB
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences UAMS
University of Central Arkansas UCA
* These institutions do not have Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating Board approved abbreviations.
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Metric AR GA IA KY NC TN TX VA
Funding In-Flows
R&D Expenditures/$1,000 of GSP 46 36 32 42 21 31 27 20
Industry R&D $/$1,000 of GSP 39 36 33 38 23 31 25 29
Federal R&D $/$1,000 of GSP 27 21 35 50 20 32 29 5
University R&D $/$1,000 of GSP 44 21 3 37 12 38 32 40
Federal Obligations for R&D/$1,000 of GSP 49 8 38 48 31 28 33 3
SBIR Awards/10,000 Businesses 48 35 50 46 31 30 25 6
SBIR Award$/$1,000 of GSP 47 35 49 45 33 32 29 7
STTR Awards/10,000 Businesses 37 24 n/a 28 33 12 35 3
STTR Award$/$1,000 of GSP 35 31 n/a 34 37 12 36 3
Human Resources
NAEP Science Test Scores 30 28 n/a 17 25 26 28 17
% of Population Completing High School 40 37 9 48 46 45 46 21
% Associate's Degrees Granted/Pop 18-24 45 50 6 41 38 46 47 37
% Bachelor's Degrees Granted/Pop 18-24 44 46 6 39 31 35 47 22
% S&E Bachelor's Granted /Bach's Granted 28 15 18 40 22 43 29 10
% Grad Student (S&E)/Pop 18-24 49 40 16 46 28 42 26 11
% of Workforce with Recent Bachelor's Degree (S&E) 50 26 31 42 2 36 23 19
% of Workforce with Recent Master's Degree (S&E) 43 19 44 39 24 40 21 4
% of Workforce with Recent PhD (S&E) 38 28 39 46 18 45 27 21
Capital Investment & Business Assistance
Venture Capital Invested/$1,000 of GSP 43 13 45 39 16 31 7 10
SBIC Funds Disbursed/$1,000 of GSP 44 18 33 30 23 21 20 12
IPO Funds Raised/$1,000 of GSP 39 4 8 38 30 26 17 9
Business Incubators/10,000 Businesses 26 20 41 37 16 21 43 15
Technology Intensity of Business Base
% Establishments in Tech Intensive SICs 45 13 46 43 24 35 17 4
% Employment in Tech Intensive SICs 39 34 26 28 31 27 20 3
% Payroll in Tech Intensive SICs 43 35 32 22 33 29 15 1
% Business Births in Tech Intensive SICs 47 12 45 38 24 42 20 2
Net Tech Intensive Formations/10,000 Estab. 36 9 42 24 12 47 18 3
Outcome Measures
Patents Issues/10,000 Businesses 46 29 26 37 25 30 18 32
Inc 500 Companies/10,000 Businesses 35 8 39 17 34 26 25 3
FAST Companies/10,000 Businesses 33 13 28 33 17 26 18 2
Average Annual Earnings/Job 46 17 37 35 25 30 15 13
% Population Above Federal Poverty Level 50 31 4 35 37 44 44 6
Per Capita Personal Income 47 23 33 39 31 35 24 13
Labor Force Participation Rate 49 26 8 42 23 39 27 20
% of Workforce Employed 37 15 3 44 44 23 33 6
% of Households w/Computer 47 39 15 45 43 41 34 18
% of Households w/Internet Access 49 37 24 43 42 41 32 12
Median Ranking 44 26 32 39 25 32 27 10
Previous Median Ranking 45 23 33 40 24 30 25 11
APPENDIX B
Science and Technology Indicators
National Rankings of Peer States
LEGEND:  R&D (Research & Development); GSP (Gross State Product); SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research); STTR (Small Business Technology
Transfer Research); NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress); S&E (Science and Engineering); SBIC (Small Business Investment Company); IPO
(Initial Public Offering); Tech Intensive SICs (28 of the 3-digit Standard Industrial Codes included in the Bureau of Labor Statistics' definition of high-technology
industries) Inc 500 (Inc. Magazine's list of 500 privately held companies ranked on revenue growth over the last 5 years); FAST (Delloite & Touche ranking of the
500 fastest growing U.S. technology companies over a 5-year period). 
SOURCE:  The Dynamics of Technology-Based Economic Development:  State Science & Technology Indicators, Office of Technology Policy, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC, April 2003
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APPENDIX C
Milken Institute – Science and Technology Index













12 New York 64.5




17 North Carolina 58.9
18 Arizona 58.6
19 Illinois 58.4
20 New Mexico 57.9

























45 North Dakota 31.7
46 Kentucky 31.1
47 South Dakota 30.5





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 3,956,000 16
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 8,234,373 10
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 8,405,677 10
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 8,560,310 10
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,610 42
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $28,103 23
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $28,523 26
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $28,703 23
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 50% 23
1998 49% 27 1998 55% 16
2000 49% 26 2000 53% 18
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 61% 25
1998 56% 37 1998 66% 21
2000 56% 36 2000 65% 23
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 6.20% 40
1990 13.30% 49 1990 19.30% 25
2000 18.40% 49 2000 23.10% 35
2002 18.30% 50 2002 25.00% 30
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 32.00% 43
2000 81.70% 41 2000 82.60% 38
2002 81.00% 40 2002 82.90% 38
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $3,446,388,000 6
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $2,641,429,000 7
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $3,415,961,000 7
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $451 7
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $321 9
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $406 8
University of Arkansas University of Georgia Georgia Institute of Technology
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst.......N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst.......21 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ......9
Average ACT......25 Average ACT......26.5 Average ACT......30
Average HS GPA......3.60 Average HS GPA......3.70 Average HS GPA......3.72
Headcount......16,449 Headcount......33,856 Headcount......16,632
Degrees/100 Students......18.7 Degrees/100 Students......21.9 Degrees/100 Students......22.8
Programs/100 Students......1.49 Programs/100 Students......1.14 Programs/100 Students......0.63
Research Expenditures......$76,528,063 Research Expenditures......$227,283,033 Research Expenditures......$254,153,212
GEORGIA





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 2,756,000 24
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 2,928,742 30
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 2,931,967 30
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 2,936,760 30
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $2,017 28
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $26,540 33
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $27,225 33
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $28,141 33
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 59% 7
1998 49% 27 1998 59% 6
2000 49% 26 2000 60% 5
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 69% 12
1998 56% 37 1998 68% 15
2000 56% 36 2000 70% 15
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 6.40% 36
1990 13.30% 49 1990 16.90% 40
2000 18.40% 49 2000 25.50% 23
2002 18.30% 50 2002 23.10% 38
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 46.30% 14
2000 81.70% 41 2000 89.70% 9
2002 81.00% 40 2002 88.30% 12
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $243,261,000 34
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $275,165,000 31
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $340,872,000 33
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $85 36
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $94 38
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $116 38
University of Arkansas University of Iowa Iowa State University
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst.....N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....19 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....41
Average ACT ....25 Average ACT ....24.5 Average ACT ....24.5
Average HS GPA ....3.60 Average HS GPA ....3.49 Average HS GPA ....3.5
Headcount ....16,449 Headcount ....29,745 Headcount ....27,380
Degrees/100 Students ....18.7 Degrees/100 Students ....20.8 Degrees/100 Students ....19.1
Programs/100 Students ....1.49 Programs/100 Students ....0.94 Programs/100 Students ....1.3
Research Expenditures ....$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ....$176,032,316 Expenditures ....$142,358,543
IOWA





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 3,041,000 22
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 4,048,832 25
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 4,068,816 25
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 4,092,891 26
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,532 46
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $24,258 39
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $24,878 40
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $25,657 39
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 50% 23
1998 49% 27 1998 52% 21
2000 49% 26 2000 57% 12
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 57% 33
1998 56% 37 1998 60% 32
2000 56% 36 2000 65% 23
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 4.90% 49
1990 13.30% 49 1990 13.60% 48
2000 18.40% 49 2000 20.50% 43
2002 18.30% 50 2002 21.60% 44
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 27.60% 50
2000 81.70% 41 2000 78.70% 49
2002 81.00% 40 2002 80.80% 41
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $188,955,000 37
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $206,415,000 40
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $272,535,000 39
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $48 49
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $51 49
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $67 48
University of Arkansas University of Kentucky
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....N/A
Average ACT ....25 Average ACT ....23.5
Average HS GPA ....3.60 Average HS GPA ....3.50
Headcount ....16,449 Headcount ....25,246
Degrees/100 Students ....18.7 Degrees/100 Students ....21.1
Programs/100 Students ....1.49 Programs/100 Students ....1.09
Research Expenditures ....$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ....$151,155,902
KENTUCKY





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 4,573,000 12
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 8,082,261 11
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 8,206,105 11
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 8,320,146 11
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,563 44
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $26,939 32
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $27,308 32
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $27,566 32
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 51% 21
1998 49% 27 1998 63% 3
2000 49% 26 2000 66% 2
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 57% 33
1998 56% 37 1998 68% 15
2000 56% 36 2000 73% 8
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 6.30% 38
1990 13.30% 49 1990 17.40% 36
2000 18.40% 49 2000 23.20% 34
2002 18.30% 50 2002 22.40% 41
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 32.30% 41
2000 81.70% 41 2000 79.20% 47
2002 81.00% 40 2002 80.10% 44
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $955,082,000 18
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $1,070,263,000 18
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $1,415,244,000 18
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $127 28
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $132 31
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $172 27
University of Arkansas University of North Carolina North Carolina State University
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....5 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....39
Average ACT ....25 Average ACT ....28.5 Average ACT ....26.5
Average HS GPA ....3.60 Average HS GPA ....4.10 Average HS GPA ....4.00
Headcount ....16,449 Headcount ....26,359 Headcount ....29,862
Degrees/100 Students ....18.7 Degrees/100 Students ....24.5 Degrees/100 Students ....19.3
Programs/100 Students ....1.49 Programs/100 Students ....1.02 Programs/100 Students ....1.09
Research Expenditures ....$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ....$213,833,000 Research Expenditures ....$178,729,352
NORTH CAROLINA





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 3,575,000 17
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 5,703,246 16
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 5,749,398 16
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 5,797,289 16
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,536 45
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $26,290 34
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $26,808 35
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $27,378 34
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 50% 23
1998 49% 27 1998 56% 13
2000 49% 26 2000 59% 6
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 60% 28
1998 56% 37 1998 68% 15
2000 56% 36 2000 72% 13
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 5.50% 46
1990 13.30% 49 1990 16.00% 43
2000 18.40% 49 2000 22.00% 41
2002 18.30% 50 2002 21.50% 45
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 30.40% 45
2000 81.70% 41 2000 79.90% 46
2002 81.00% 40 2002 80.10% 44
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $649,964,000 23
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $863,274,000 22
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $1,133,060,000 21
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $120 29
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $151 26
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $197 21
University of Arkansas University of Tennessee
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ......N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ......47
Average ACT ......25 Average ACT ......23.5
Average HS GPA ......3.60 Average HS GPA ......3.38
Headcount ......16,449 Headcount ......25,300
Degrees/100 Students ......18.7 Degrees/100 Students ......22.6
Programs/100 Students ......1.49 Programs/100 Students ......0.83
Research Expenditures ......$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ......$108,535,466
TENNESSEE





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 9,624,000 6
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 20,955,248 2
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 21,370,983 2
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 21,779,893 2
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,920 32
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $27,992 24
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $28,472 27
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $28,401 24
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 51% 21
1998 49% 27 1998 48% 29
2000 49% 26 2000 50% 24
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 57% 33
1998 56% 37 1998 54% 42
2000 56% 36 2000 56% 36
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 8.00% 20
1990 13.30% 49 1990 20.30% 22
2000 18.40% 49 2000 23.90% 30
2002 18.30% 50 2002 26.20% 24
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 39.50% 35
2000 81.70% 41 2000 79.20% 47
2002 81.00% 40 2002 78.10% 51
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $4,146,558,000 5
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $4,686,037,000 4
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $4,346,897,000 5
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $210 15
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $224 15
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $203 20
University of Arkansas University of Texas Texas A & M University
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....18 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....28
Average ACT ....25 Average ACT ....27 Average ACT ....26
Average HS GPA ....3.60 Average HS GPA ....N/A Average HS GPA ....N/A
Headcount ....16,449 Headcount ....51,438 Headcount ....44,813
Degrees/100 Students ....18.7 Degrees/100 Students ....23 Degrees/100 Students ....21.9
Programs/100 Students ....1.49 Programs/100 Students ....0.52 Programs/100 Students ....0.67
Research Expenditures ....$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ....$263,419,192 Research Expenditures ....$259,652,610
TEXAS





Populationm Rank Populationm Rank
1960 1,789,000 31 1960 3,986,000 14
2000 2,678,668 33 2000 7,105,900 12
2001 2,694,698 33 2001 7,196,750 12
2002 2,710,079 33 2002 7,293,542 12
Personal Income per capitam Personal Income per capitam
1960 $1,337 49 1960 $1,853 36
2000 $22,000 47 2000 $31,210 12
2001 $22,750 49 2001 $32,338 11
2002 $23,417 47 2002 $32,676 12
College Going Rate (attending college in home state) College Going Rate (attending college in home state)
1996 47% 27 1996 46% 28
1998 49% 27 1998 47% 31
2000 49% 26 2000 45% 34
College Going Rate (attending college in any state) College Going Rate (attending college in any state)
1996 54% 41 1996 59% 30
1998 56% 37 1998 60% 32
2000 56% 36 2000 58% 33
Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more Percent of Population with Bachelor's Degree or more
1960 4.80% 50 1960 8.40% 16
1990 13.30% 49 1990 24.50% 6
2000 18.40% 49 2000 31.90% 5
2002 18.30% 50 2002 34.60% 4
Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more Percent of Population with HS Diploma or more
1960 28.90% 49 1960 37.90% 38
2000 81.70% 41 2000 86.60% 21
2002 81.00% 40 2002 86.70% 25
Estimated Federal R & D Estimated Federal R & D
FY1998 $115,563,000 41 FY1998 $4,721,556,000 4
FY2000 $119,531,000 43 FY2000 $4,903,428,000 3
FY2001 $188,571,000 43 FY2001 $4,924,297,000 3
Federal R & D per capitam Federal R & D per capitam
FY1998 $46 50 FY1998 $695 3
FY2000 $45 50 FY2000 $690 3
FY2001 $70 47 FY2001 $684 4
University of Arkansas University of Virginia Virginia Tech
Rank in Top 50 Public Inst.....N/A Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....2 Rank in Top 50 Public Inst. ....34
Average ACT ....25 Average ACT ....29.5 Average ACT ....26.5
Average HS GPA ....3.60 Average HS GPA ....3.96 Average HS GPA ....3.6
Headcount ....16,449 Headcount ....19,658 Headcount ....27,756
Degrees/100 Students ....18.7 Degrees/100 Students ....24.4 Degrees/100 Students ....23.1
Programs/100 Students ....1.49 Programs/100 Students ....0.89 Programs/100 Students ....0.63
Research Expenditures ....$76,528,063 Research Expenditures ....$153,870,172 Research Expenditures ....$138,986,756 
VIRGINIA




ACT and ACT Equivalent “Mid-Range” Score
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
Georgia Tech 30.0 30.0 Texas A&M 26.0 26.0 Louisiana State 23.5 24.0
Virginia 29.5 29.5 Washington 25.0 26.0 Nebraska 24.0 24.0
UC Berkeley 29.0 29.0 Colorado 25.5 25.5 Oregon 24.0 24.0
North Carolina 28.0 28.5 Oklahoma 24.5 25.5 South Carolina 24.0 24.0
Illinois 27.5 28.0 Arkansas 25.0 25.0 Alabama 23.5 23.5
Maryland 27.5 28.0 Connecticut 25.0 25.0 Arizona State 24.0 23.5
Michigan 28.0 28.0 Florida State 25.5 25.0 Auburn 23.5 23.5
UCLA 28.5 28.0 Massachusetts 24.5 25.0 Kentucky 23.5 23.5
Florida 27.0 27.5 Minnesota 25.0 25.0 Mississippi State 23.5 23.5
Wisconsin 27.5 27.5 Ohio State 25.5 25.0 Oklahoma State 23.5 23.5
Clemson 26.5 27.0 Purdue 25.0 25.0 Rhode Island 24.0 23.5
Texas 27.0 27.0 Iowa 24.5 24.5 Tennessee 23.0 23.5
Georgia 26.5 26.5 Iowa State 24.5 24.5 Texas Tech 24.0 23.5
Missouri 26.5 26.5 Michigan State 24.5 24.5 Mississippi 23.0 23.0
North Carolina State 26.0 26.5 Arizona 24.0 24.0 Oregon State 23.5 23.0
Penn State 26.5 26.5 Colorado State 23.0 24.0 Washington State 22.0 22.5
Virginia Tech 26.0 26.5 Indiana 24.0 24.0 Kansas State 23.0 22.0
Delaware 25.5 26.0 Kansas 25.0 24.0 West Virginia 22.0 22.0
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
Including the University of Arkansas,
benchmarking is performed for the












































University of North Carolina
University of Oklahoma
University of Oregon
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Fifty-four Public Research Universities
55
Percent of Freshmen in Upper Decile in High School
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
UC Berkeley 99% 99% North Carolina State 35% 37% Connecticut 23% 26%
UCLA 97% 97% Arkansas 35% 36% Kentucky 28% 26%
Michigan 69% 87% Mississippi 36% 35% Louisiana State 26% 26%
Virginia 82% 84% Delaware 29% 34% Michigan State 26% 26%
Florida 71% 75% Arizona 31% 32% Nebraska 24% 26%
North Carolina 64% 71% Ohio State 33% 32% Iowa State 26% 25%
Florida State 47% 58% Oklahoma 32% 32% Kansas State 24% 24%
Georgia Tech 60% 58% Washington State 20% 31% South Carolina 25% 24%
Maryland 47% 58% Minnesota 29% 30% Colorado 22% 23%
Illinois 55% 56% Auburn 26% 29% Colorado State 24% 22%
Texas A&M 55% 55% Missouri 31% 29% Texas Tech 22% 22%
Wisconsin 50% 55% Kansas 28% 28% Indiana 22% 21%
Texas 50% 53% Mississippi State 30% 28% Iowa 21% 21%
Georgia 40% 46% Purdue 28% 28% Massachusetts 19% 21%
Clemson 45% 45% Alabama 27% 27% Oregon 21% 20%
Washington 43% 44% Oklahoma State 28% 27% West Virginia 18% 19%
Penn State 42% 41% Tennessee 23% 27% Oregon State 19% 17%
Virginia Tech 39% 40% Arizona State 25% 26% Rhode Island 20% 16%
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
Average High School GPA
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
North Carolina 4.08 4.10 Colorado 3.50 3.50 Arizona State 3.34 3.36
North Carolina State 3.90 4.00 Colorado State 3.50 3.50 Arizona 3.35 3.30
UCLA 4.10 4.00 Delaware 3.50 3.50 Mississippi State 3.33 3.30
Virginia 4.00 3.96 Iowa State 3.50 3.50 West Virginia 3.00 3.22
Clemson 3.90 3.90 Kentucky 3.53 3.50 Kansas State 3.47 3.12
Maryland 3.80 3.86 Oklahoma State 3.50 3.50 Connecticut N/A N/A
Florida 3.80 3.80 Oregon 3.43 3.50 Illinois N/A N/A
Florida State 3.60 3.80 Penn State 3.60 3.50 Indiana N/A N/A
Georgia Tech 3.70 3.72 Iowa 3.50 3.49 Minnesota N/A N/A
Georgia 3.60 3.70 Auburn 3.34 3.45 Missouri N/A N/A
Michigan 3.80 3.70 Oregon State 3.40 3.44 Nebraska N/A N/A
South Carolina 3.59 3.70 Washington State 3.40 3.43 Ohio State N/A N/A
Washington 3.60 3.66 Massachusetts 3.35 3.42 Purdue N/A N/A
Arkansas 3.54 3.60 Kansas 3.40 3.40 Rhode Island 3.40 N/A
Virginia Tech 3.60 3.60 Louisiana State 3.36 3.40 Texas N/A N/A
Wisconsin 3.60 3.60 Tennessee 3.30 3.38 Texas A & M N/A N/A
Oklahoma 3.60 3.56 Alabama 3.39 3.37 Texas Tech N/A N/A
Michigan State 3.50 3.55 Mississippi N/A 3.37 UC Berkeley 3.90 N/A
Source: College Comparison Worksheet, U.S. News & World Report Web site corresponding edition - 2003, 2004
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Freshman Retention Rates (Four-Year Rolling Average)
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
UCLA 97% 97% Delaware 88% 88% Auburn 81% 82%
Virginia 97% 97% Indiana 88% 88% Colorado State 82% 82%
Michigan 95% 96% Purdue 88% 88% Oklahoma 81% 82%
North Carolina 95% 95% Virginia Tech 88% 88% South Carolina 81% 82%
UC Berkeley 95% 95% Clemson 86% 87% Arkansas 79% 81%
Florida 91% 92% Florida State 85% 86% Nebraska 80% 81%
Illinois 92% 92% Ohio State 84% 85% Mississippi State 79% 80%
Pennsylvania State 93% 92% Iowa 83% 84% Oregon State 79% 80%
Georgia 90% 91% Iowa State 84% 84% Texas Tech 79% 80%
Maryland 90% 91% Missouri 84% 84% Kansas 79% 79%
Texas 90% 91% Alabama 82% 83% Kentucky 79% 79%
Wisconsin 92% 91% Colorado 83% 83% Rhode Island 79% 79%
Washington 90% 90% Louisiana State 83% 83% Kansas State 78% 78%
Georgia Tech 88% 89% Massachusetts 82% 83% West Virginia 78% 78%
Michigan State 88% 89% Minnesota 83% 83% Arizona 77% 77%
North Carolina State 89% 89% Oklahoma State 83% 83% Tennessee 78% 77%
Texas A&M 88% 89% Oregon 82% 83% Arizona State 75% 76%
Connecticut 88% 88% Washington State 83% 83% Mississippi 76% 76%
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
6-Year Graduation Rates (Four-Year Rolling Average)
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
Virginia 92% 92% Maryland 64% 69% Oregon State 58% 59%
UCLA 82% 85% Michigan State 68% 69% Kentucky 57% 58%
Michigan 83% 84% Auburn 68% 68% Louisiana State 58% 58%
UC Berkeley 82% 84% Georgia Tech 68% 68% Rhode Island 58% 58%
Illinois 78% 80% Colorado 65% 67% Tennessee 59% 58%
North Carolina 79% 80% Iowa State 64% 65% Kansas 56% 57%
Penn State 81% 80% Missouri 65% 65% Mississippi 52% 57%
Florida 70% 77% Iowa 65% 64% Mississippi State 53% 56%
Wisconsin 77% 77% North Carolina State 62% 64% West Virginia 55% 56%
Texas A&M 74% 75% Purdue 62% 64% Arizona 52% 55%
Virginia Tech 72% 74% Alabama 59% 63% Kansas State 52% 55%
Clemson 69% 72% Colorado State 62% 63% Oklahoma State 54% 55%
Delaware 72% 72% Florida State 62% 63% Minnesota 51% 54%
Texas 70% 71% Washington State 60% 62% Nebraska 53% 54%
Georgia 69% 70% Massachusetts 59% 61% Oklahoma 51% 54%
Washington 70% 70% South Carolina 58% 60% Arizona State 49% 52%
Connecticut 70% 69% Ohio State 56% 59% Texas Tech 51% 52%
Indiana 68% 69% Oregon 59% 59% Arkansas 45% 46%
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
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Student to Faculty Ratio
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
Washington 11:1 11:1 Purdue 16:1 16:1 Kansas 17:1 19:1
Delaware 13:1 12:1 UC Berkeley 16:1 16:1 Massachusetts 18:1 19:1
Georgia 13:1 13:1 Virginia 16:1 16:1 Nebraska 19:1 19:1
Illinois 15:1 13:1 Virginia Tech 15:1 16:1 Oklahoma State 18:1 19:1
Maryland 13:1 13:1 Arkansas 16:1 17:1 Oregon 18:1 19:1
Wisconsin 13:1 13:1 Colorado State 17:1 17:1 Texas 19:1 19:1
Georgia Tech 14:1 14:1 Connecticut 17:1 17:1 West Virginia 19:1 19:1
North Carolina 14:1 14:1 Mississippi State 18:1 17:1 Indiana 20:1 20:1
Ohio State 13:1 14:1 Penn State 18:1 17:1 Kansas State 15:1 20:1
Clemson 16:1 15:1 South Carolina 14:1 17:1 Texas Tech 20:1 20:1
Iowa 14:1 15:1 Washington State 16:1 17:1 Florida 22:1 21:1
Michigan 15:1 15:1 Alabama 19:1 18:1 Louisiana State 21:1 21:1
Minnesota 15:1 15:1 Michigan State 18:1 18:1 Mississippi 21:1 21:1
Auburn 16:1 16:1 Missouri 18:1 18:1 Oklahoma 19:1 21:1
Colorado 15:1 16:1 Rhode Island 18:1 18:1 Oregon State 12:1 21:1
Iowa State 16:1 16:1 Tennessee 19:1 18:1 Texas A & M 22:1 21:1
Kentucky 16:1 16:1 UCLA 17:1 18:1 Arizona State 22:1 22:1
North Carolina State 16:1 16:1 Arizona 19:1 19:1 Florida State 22:1 23:1
Source: College Comparison Worksheet, U.S. News & World Report Web site corresponding edition - 2003, 2004
Undergraduate Classes with Under 20 Students
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
UC Berkeley 57% 54% North Carolina 39% 40% Kentucky 39% 34%
Missouri 56% 52% Arkansas 39% 39% Louisiana State 33% 34%
Kansas State 49% 49% Colorado State 39% 39% Georgia 33% 33%
UCLA 49% 49% Delaware 40% 39% Georgia Tech 31% 33%
Michigan 50% 48% Washington 34% 38% Texas 41% 32%
Virginia 49% 48% Massachusetts 39% 37% Florida State 33% 31%
Iowa 46% 47% Mississippi State 36% 37% Illinois 30% 30%
Colorado 48% 46% Oklahoma 37% 37% Penn State 32% 30%
Washington State 49% 46% Maryland 35% 36% Arizona 30% 29%
Connecticut 45% 45% Nebraska 36% 36% Arizona State 30% 29%
Alabama 44% 44% Purdue 36% 36% Auburn 29% 27%
Ohio State 44% 44% South Carolina 37% 36% Oklahoma State 28% 27%
Kansas 42% 42% Tennessee 36% 36% Rhode Island 30% 27%
Minnesota 47% 42% Florida 33% 35% Texas Tech 23% 23%
Mississippi 39% 41% Iowa State 33% 35% Clemson 21% 22%
Oregon 40% 41% North Carolina State 32% 35% Michigan State 22% 22%
Wisconsin 42% 41% Oregon State 33% 35% Virginia Tech 26% 21%
Indiana 39% 40% West Virginia 35% 35% Texas A & M 17% 18%
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
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Fall 2003 Resident Tuition, Non-Resident Tuition, and Weighted Average Tuition
(Ranked by Weighted Average)
In State Out of State Weighted In State Out of State Weighted In State Out of StateWeighted
University Tuition Tuition Average University Tuition Tuition Average University Tuition Tuition Average
Michigan $7,975 $24,777 $13,352 Oregonw $4,874 $16,230 $7,713 Nebraska $4,684 $12,064 $5,717
Delaware $6,498 $16,028 $12,121 Ohio Statew $6,624 $16,488 $7,709 Arkansas $4,768 $11,518 $5,578
Penn Statew $9,706 $19,328 $12,015 Michigan State $7,088 $16,992 $7,682 Alabamas $4,134 $11,294 $5,566
Virginiaw $6,338 $22,358 $10,824 Virginia Tech $5,095 $14,979 $7,665 Arizona State $3,595 $12,115 $5,555
Minnesotaw $7,145 $18,786 $10,172 UC Berkeleyw $5,858 $20,068 $7,421 Mississippis $3,916 $8,826 $5,487
Rhode Islandw $6,200 $16,334 $10,051 Auburnw $4,618 $13,078 $7,241 Kentucky $4,547 $11,227 $5,482
Massachusettsw $8,232 $17,085 $9,826 South Carolinas $5,778 $15,116 $6,992 Texas A&Ms $5,051 $12,131 $5,263
Indiana $6,517 $17,552 $9,607 Iowa State $5,028 $14,370 $6,803 Oklahomas $3,741 $10,254 $5,109
Illinois $8,452 $18,046 $9,507 UCLAw $5,814 $20,022 $6,666 Texas Tech $4,745 $11,825 $5,099
Marylands $6,759 $17,433 $9,428 North Carolina $4,165 $16,606 $6,404 Georgia $4,078 $14,854 $5,048
Coloradow $4,022 $20,346 $9,409 West Virginia $3,548 $10,768 $6,292 Kansas Statew $4,059 $11,949 $4,848
Wisconsin $5,140 $19,150 $9,343 Washington State $5,210 $13,312 $6,263 NC States $3,970 $15,818 $4,799
Connecticut $6,800 $17,584 $9,280 Arizona $3,603 $12,373 $6,234 Mississippi State $3,874 $8,780 $4,757
Clemson $6,934 $14,532 $9,213 Oregon Statew $4,620 $17,376 $6,151 Oklahoma State $3,898 $10,324 $4,669
Purdue $5,860 $17,640 $8,687 Washingtonw $4,968 $16,121 $6,083 Texass $4,188 $11,268 $4,542
Missouri $7,278 $16,725 $8,412 Kansas $4,101 $11,577 $5,895 Florida States $2,860 $13,888 $4,404
Iowa $4,993 $15,285 $8,389 Colorado State $3,744 $14,216 $5,838 Louisiana Statew $3,964 $9,264 $4,388
Georgia Techs $4,076 $16,002 $7,892 Tennessee $4,450 $13,532 $5,721 Floridas $2,780 $13,808 $3,331
Source: U.S. News & World Report’s America’s Best Colleges, 2004 Edition
sSource of Tuition Data - SUG Tuition and Fee Survey, 2003-04
wSource of Tuition Data - University Web Pages
Undergraduate Classes with 50+ Students
University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002 University 2001 2002
Tennessee 8% 7% Oregon 17% 14% Arizona State 17% 18%
Kentucky 9% 9% Auburn 13% 15% Colorado State 18% 18%
Rhode Island 9% 9% Delaware 15% 15% Illinois 19% 18%
Clemson 10% 10% Massachusetts 14% 15% Ohio State 17% 18%
Kansas 10% 10% Virginia 15% 15% Wisconsin 18% 18%
Iowa 11% 11% Washington 15% 15% Indiana 19% 19%
Missouri 10% 11% Washington State 15% 15% Mississippi 19% 20%
South Carolina 10% 11% West Virginia 16% 15% Penn State 17% 20%
Kansas State 11% 12% Colorado 16% 16% Florida 22% 21%
Alabama 13% 13% Louisiana State 20% 16% Iowa State 21% 21%
Arkansas 12% 13% Michigan 17% 16% Virginia Tech 17% 21%
Nebraska 14% 13% North Carolina State 14% 16% Georgia Tech 24% 22%
North Carolina 12% 13% Oklahoma State 17% 16% Michigan State 23% 23%
Connecticut 13% 14% Purdue 17% 16% Texas Tech 22% 23%
Georgia 15% 14% Arizona 16% 17% UCLA 24% 23%
Maryland 14% 14% Florida State 15% 17% Texas 19% 24%
Mississippi State 14% 14% Minnesota 18% 17% Oregon State 24% 25%
Oklahoma 13% 14% UC Berkeley 15% 17% Texas A & M 37% 33%
Source: U.S. News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 2003, 2004
Fiscal Year 2003-2004 - State Appropriations per Student
(Ranked by State $ per Student)
State State State
Appropriation Appropriation Appropriation 
FY04 (in Fall 2003 State $ FY04 (in Fall 2003 State $ FY04 (in Fall 2003 State $
University thousands) Headcount per Student University thousands) Headcount per Student University thousands) Headcount per Student
UC Berkeley $568,576 33,166 $17,143 Florida $334,718 47,890 $6,989 Rhode Island* $80,742 14,800 $5,456
North Carolina $382,000 26,359 $14,492 Iowa State $180,531 27,380 $6,594 Arizona State $263,294 48,901 $5,384
UCLA $537,500 37,678 $14,266 Michigan State $293,384 44,500 $6,593 South Carolina $131,513 24,855 $5,291
Massachusetts $299,764 23,562 $12,722 Ohio State $334,265 50,731 $6,589 Oklahoma State $124,026 23,571 $5,262
Georgia Tech $179,691 16,632 $10,804 Washington State $147,900 22,753 $6,500 Nebraska $117,353 22,559 $5,202
Minnesota $483,917 49,474 $9,781 Illinois $245,781 38,872 $6,323 Clemson $86,807 17,115 $5,072
Georgia $321,452 33,856 $9,495 Missouri $168,392 26,805 $6,282 Indiana $191,813 38,589 $4,971
Kentucky $236,522 25,246 $9,369 Tennessee $157,999 25,300 $6,245 Kansas $132,033 26,814 $4,924
Washington $311,628 34,264 $9,095 Alabama $121,828 20,333 $5,992 Kansas State $111,492 23,050 $4,837
Texas Tech $250,933 28,549 $8,790 Mississippi State $96,982 16,226 $5,977 Virginia Tech $132,769 27,756 $4,783
NC State $261,327 29,862 $8,751 Arkansas $97,338 16,449 $5,918 Mississippi $61,532 12,984 $4,739
Michigan $327,206 39,031 $8,383 Auburn $136,004 23,152 $5,874 Delaware $99,451 21,121 $4,709
Wisconsin $338,293 41,595 $8,133 Texas $299,082 51,438 $5,814 Oklahoma $114,847 24,500 $4,688
Maryland* $278,579 35,329 $7,885 Purdue $225,602 38,847 $5,807 West Virginia $107,692 24,200 $4,450
Iowa $233,580 29,745 $7,853 Texas A&M $256,180 44,813 $5,717 Oregon State $79,000 18,979 $4,162
Connecticut $197,689 26,156 $7,558 Virginia $111,500 19,658 $5,672 Oregon $60,765 19,922 $3,050
Arizona $263,688 37,083 $7,111 Louisiana State $175,562 31,234 $5,621 Colorado State $75,740 25,042 $3,025
Florida State $261,267 37,314 $7,002 Penn State $232,508 41,795 $5,563 Colorado $58,693 29,827 $1,968
Data Year: Fall 2003 headcount data; FY04 State Appropriation Data
Source of Appropriation data: Grapevine (Illinois State Univ.), university Web sites, interviews
Source of Headcount data: university Web sites, interviews
Note: AES/CES Funding removed except for Missouri
*Prorated estimate of state appropriation
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Fiscal Year 2003-2004 - Weighted Average Tuition, State Appropriations per Student, and Their Sum
(Ranked by Sum)
Weighted Weighted Weighted 
University $/Student Average Sum University $/Student Average Sum University $/Student Average Sum
UC Berkeley $17,143 $7,421 $24,564 Missouri $6,282 $8,412 $14,694 Florida State $7,002 $4,404 $11,406
Massachusetts $12,722 $9,826 $22,548 Indiana $4,971 $9,607 $14,578 Colorado $1,968 $9,409 $11,377
Michigan $8,383 $13,352 $21,735 Georgia $9,495 $5,048 $14,543 Texas A&M $5,717 $5,263 $10,980
UCLA $14,266 $6,666 $20,932 Purdue $5,807 $8,687 $14,494 Arizona State $5,384 $5,555 $10,939
North Carolina $14,492 $6,404 $20,896 Ohio State $6,589 $7,709 $14,298 Nebraska $5,202 $5,717 $10,919
Minnesota $9,781 $10,172 $19,953 Clemson $5,072 $9,213 $14,285 Kansas $4,924 $5,895 $10,819
Georgia Tech $10,804 $7,892 $18,696 Michigan State $6,593 $7,682 $14,275 Oregon $3,050 $7,713 $10,763
Penn State $5,563 $12,015 $17,578 Texas Tech $8,790 $5,099 $13,889 West Virginia $4,450 $6,292 $10,742
Wisconsin $8,133 $9,343 $17,476 NC State $8,751 $4,799 $13,550 Mississippi State $5,977 $4,757 $10,734
Maryland* $7,885 $9,428 $17,313 Iowa State $6,594 $6,803 $13,397 Texas $5,814 $4,542 $10,356
Connecticut $7,558 $9,280 $16,838 Arizona $7,111 $6,234 $13,345 Florida $6,989 $3,331 $10,320
Delaware $4,709 $12,121 $16,830 Auburn $5,874 $7,241 $13,115 Oregon State $4,162 $6,151 $10,313
Virginia $5,672 $10,824 $16,496 Washington State $6,500 $6,263 $12,763 Mississippi $4,739 $5,487 $10,226
Iowa $7,853 $8,389 $16,242 Virginia Tech $4,783 $7,665 $12,448 Louisiana State $5,621 $4,388 $10,009
Illinois $6,323 $9,507 $15,830 South Carolina $5,291 $6,992 $12,283 Oklahoma State $5,262 $4,669 $9,931
Rhode Island* $5,456 $10,051 $15,507 Tennessee $6,245 $5,721 $11,966 Oklahoma $4,688 $5,109 $9,797
Washington $9,095 $6,083 $15,178 Alabama $5,992 $5,566 $11,558 Kansas State $4,837 $4,848 $9,685
Kentucky $9,369 $5,482 $14,851 Arkansas $5,918 $5,578 $11,496 Colorado State $3,025 $5,838 $8,863
Data Year: Fall 2003 headcount data; FY04 State Appropriation Data
Source of Appropriation data: Grapevine (Illinois State Univ.), university Web sites, interviews
Source of Headcount data: university web sites, interviews
Source of Tuition data: U.S. News & World Report AMERICA’S BEST COLLEGES, 2004 edition, Web sites, interviews
Note: AES/CES Funding removed







MAKING THE CASE Projections for the University
and Actual Growth in Selected Fields
Base 
Year Goal
Fiscal Year FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY10
Actual
Enrollment (Headcount) 14,740 15,060 15,226 15,396 15,795 16,035
Enrollment (FTE) 13,538 13,637 13,935 14,011 14,487 14,624
Tuition Revenue (‘000s) $47,036 $57,121 $61,193 $71,733 $75,569 $80,859
State Appropriation (‘000s) $84,163 $86,321 $92,611 $94,917 $96,420 $92,874
Other Revenues (‘000s) $17,301 $17,558 $31,096 $28,950 $25,211 $28,566
Total Resources (‘000s) $148,500 $161,000 $184,900 $195,600 $197,200 $202,300
Fiscal Year FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY10
2001 Projections
Enrollment (Headcount) 15,226 15,832 16,463 17,118 17,800 22,500
Enrollment (FTE) 13,935 14,439 15,014 15,612 16,233 20,519
Tuition Revenue (‘000s) $61,193 $66,900 $73,140 $79,962 $87,420 $149,270
State Appropriation (‘000s) $92,611 $99,647 $107,218 $115,363 $124,128 $192,611
Other Revenues (‘000s) $31,096 $32,163 $33,195 $34,179 $35,099 $38,120
Total Resources (‘000s) $184,900 $198,711 $213,553 $229,504 $246,647 $380,000
The Gap between Projected Growth and Actual Growth
Fiscal Year FY01 FY02 FY03
Enrollment (Headcount) (436) (668) (1,083)
Enrollment (FTE) (428) (527) (988)
Tuition Revenue (‘000s) $4,832 $2,429 $897
State Appropriation (‘000s) ($4,730) ($10,798) ($22,489)
Total Resources (‘000s) ($3,111) ($16,353) ($27,204)
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The 2010 Commission—a group of more than 90 business, 
civic, education, and government leaders and students—was 
fi rst charged by Chancellor John A. 
White in 2000 with studying and 
presenting a case for the importance 
of The University of Arkansas in the 
State’s economic and cultural future. 
In September 2001, the Commission 
issued its fi rst report: Making the Case: 
The Impact of the University of Arkansas 
on the Future of the State of Arkansas.
Making the Case—by several 
measures—was a success nationally 
and internationally. Indeed, accolades 
about the effectiveness of its contents 
were received from professionals far 
and wide in all segments of society. 
Particularly high praise came from 
higher education offi cials, including 
presidents and chancellors of peer 
institutions, who used the information 
on strategies in Making the Case 
to convince their own governing 
boards and legislatures of the need 
for increased fi nancial support for 
their own institutions. Making the 
Case is cited in the most recent report 
(December 2004) from TheCenter, 
a research center at the University 
of Florida that focuses on the search 
for reliable ways of measuring 
institutional improvement “relative to 
the entire marketplace of top research 
universities.” 
As signifi cant as the above-noted 
feedback was to the Commission’s 
dedication, even more signifi cant 
was the effect of Making the Case on 
UA faculty, staff, and students. For 
example, the Commission’s fi rst report 
served as a platform for a proposal that 
led to the $300-million gift from the Walton Family Charitable 
Support Foundation—the largest single gift to a public higher 
education institution.
A notable feature of the 2010 Commission’s Making the Case 
initiative was the clear intention expressed by Commission 
members to continue their work and 
issue a series of reports throughout 
the fi rst decade of the 21st Century. 
Accordingly, the Commission’s second 
report—Picking Up the Pace—was 
prepared and published in March 2004.
Picking Up the Pace is notable for 
several features, including a series 
of testimonials from prominent 
leaders representing major segments 
of society. The nature of the 
testimonial comments ranges from 
the importance of the U of A to 
the State’s economic development 
(S. Robson Walton, Chairman of the 
Board, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.; Sybil 
J. Hampton, President, Winthrop 
Rockefeller Foundation; and Warren 
A. Washington, Chairman, National 
Science Board, among others) to the 
high quality of a UA education (David 
H. Pryor, former US Senator and 
Governor of Arkansas and currently 
Dean of the UA Clinton School) to 
the value of the 2010 Commission’s 
work relative to the future of Arkansas’ 
and the nation’s higher education 
institutions (Ray M. Bowen, President 
Emeritus, Texas A&M University, 
and Mark A. Emmert, President 
of the University of Washington, 
among others). Beyond these specifi c 
comments, there are several proposals 
nationwide for the adoption of “2010 
Commission-like” efforts among US 
public research universities. 
Picking Up the Pace also received 
recognition for winning an Award 
of Excellence for explanatory 
material addressing public affairs issues from the Council for 
Advancement and Support of Education (CASE). The award 
recognizes the 2010 Commission as the recipient of the honor. 
F O R E W O R D
A 
Report By 
The University of Arkansas 
2010 Commission
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Gaining Ground
The 2010 Commission’s work and its two reports have not only 
helped to document the University’s successes but have also 
provided a unique impetus to planning and action, making it 
possible to do the following: 
• Engage Commission members in critical thinking and 
discussion about the economic and sociopolitical landscape 
surrounding the University.
• Benchmark the U of A’s progress on a broad array of 
Commission goals through a quantitatively driven report card.
• Elicit Commission recommendations to the Governor and 
General Assembly, the business community, and the UA 
academic community to assist the University in meeting 
its 2010 goals. Crafted by Commission members, these 
recommendations are put forth in the context of a considered 
understanding of the State and national context for higher 
education.
• Prompt the Commission to develop a set of additional topics 
for inclusion in its next report.
• Provide a context for data-driven examinations of institutional 
effectiveness as bases for changes and improvements consistent 
with the University’s vision, mission, and goals.
• Continue a process and create products to serve as a platform 
for the self-study leading to the institution’s application for 
reaccreditation by the Higher Learning Commission of the 
North Central Association in 2007.
Given the value of the achievements resulting from the 
Commission’s work in moving the U of A toward its goals and 
the opportunities provided by the legislative session in 2005, 
Chancellor White charged the 2010 Commission with issuing a 
third report—Gaining Ground.
Gaining Ground is a mid-course assessment offering the 
Commission the chance to measure the University’s progress 
during the fi rst half of the 2000-2010 decade and suggesting new 
efforts that will assist the University in meeting its 2010 goals. 
Achieving the Commission’s 2010 goals will most assuredly prove 
of great benefi t to our State, nation and world.
Reynie Rutledge, Sr., Chair
2010 Commission
Bob Smith, Executive Secretary
2010 Commission 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y
The 2010 Commission was created to obtain widespread partici-
pation in developing a plan for The University of Arkansas for 
the fi rst decade of the 21st Century—a plan that will position 
Arkansas to compete as one of the nation’s strongest states. In its 
fi rst two reports, Making the Case and Picking Up the Pace, the 
2010 Commission objectively exam-
ined the University’s performance and 
brought widespread attention to the U 
of A’s efforts to emerge as a nationally 
competitive, student-centered research 
university. 
The third report of the 2010 Com-
mission, Gaining Ground, is a mid-
course assessment. The report evaluates 
the progress—and ground yet to be 
gained—since the formation of the 2010 Commission. 
Key Findings
Among the fi ndings in Gaining Ground are the following:
1. State appropriations to The University of Arkansas are not 
keeping pace with projections made in Making the Case.
State appropriations to The University of Arkansas continue 
to lag. To achieve 2010 goals, the Commission projected 
State appropriations for fi scal year 2004 (FY04) needed to be 
$124.1 million. Actual unrestricted State appropriations in 
FY04 were $97.3 million, a shortfall of $26.8 million.
Nationally and in Arkansas, the respon-
sibility for funding public higher educa-
tion continues to shift from the states to 
students and their families. The Univer-
sity of Arkansas has been forced to turn 
to tuition to help make up the difference 
between what has been supplied by the 
State and what has been needed to con-
tinue to move the University forward. 
While UA tuition increases have been 
smaller than those in many peer states, increased tuition is not 
an acceptable alternative to adequate State support.
2. Tuition revenues for FY04 exceeded projections made in 
Making the Case.
Tuition increases partially offset both State appropriation 
shortfalls and slower-than-projected enrollment growth at The 
University of Arkansas. 
“State money is spread too thin across 
43 four- and two-year schools in a state 
with the second-lowest percentage of 
residents with four-year degrees.”
—The Morning News, 
March 3, 2004
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3. The 2010 Commission supports the Arkansas Department of 
Higher Education’s funding formula. 
Recently, the Arkansas Department of Higher Education 
(ADHE) released a proposed funding formula for higher edu-
cation in Arkansas. The ADHE funding formula recognizes 
the unique roles of Arkansas’ institutions of higher learning 
and advocates increased funding of The University of Arkan-
sas’ research mission. 
Based on semester credit hours taught during 2004, ADHE’s 
funding formula shows UA state appropriation for FY05 is 
$33.5 million less than it should be. To place in context the 
$33.5 million gap in state funding, 
the UA endowment of $626 million 
would have to increase to $1.37 bil-
lion to generate enough funding to 
replace the $33.5 million gap in State 
support. 
4. Despite fi scal concerns, The Uni-
versity of Arkansas has improved 
academic quality and reputation and 
the quality of the student body. How-
ever, enhancement of diversity within 
the student body has not occurred as 
quickly as needed. 
The University of Arkansas enrolled 2,514 high-caliber 
freshmen in Fall semester 2004. Spring commencement 2004 
honored 3,268 graduates, including 110 doctoral graduates.
The University of Arkansas’ progress has gained national 
recognition, as well. US News and World Report: America’s Best 
Colleges 2005 ranked the University in its top tier for the fi rst 
time in its history. The report also ranked the U of A among 
the top US public universities—one of only 64—for the fi rst 
time. The University was also ranked for the fi rst time within 
the fi rst tier of public and private research universities in the 
December 2004 report of TheCenter, titled The Top American 
Research Universities. 
Regarding the commitment to enhancing diversity, the 
number of African-American students enrolled has been fl at 
or down slightly the past two academic years, while enroll-
ment among students from other underrepresented groups 
has generally increased. The record of academic achievement 
among African-American students is improving steadily. In 
his Fall 2004 State of the University address, Chancellor John 
A. White identifi ed enhancing diversity as the top priority 
among the fi ve institutional goals. 
5. Private support has been outstanding.
The University of Arkansas enjoyed two of the best fundrais-
ing years in its history in FY03 and FY04. The Council for 
Aid to Education ranked The University of Arkansas in the 
top four universities in fundraising for FY03, along with 
Harvard, Stanford, and Penn. The University made the No. 
22 spot for FY03 on The Chronicle of Philanthropy’s annual 
ranking of the top 400 nonprofi t organizations. FY04 private 
giving to the University totaled more than $83 million. 
The University’s ranking within the fi rst tier of public and 
private research universities in the December 2004 report of 
TheCenter, described previously, is due primarily to private 
fundraising success, though the University’s performance in 
terms of its growth in endowment and research funding also 
contributed to this result. 
6. The State’s General Improvement 
Fund needs to be invested more 
strategically. 
Public higher education has critical 
funding needs for new and renovated 
facilities. Increased funding for facilities 
and technology at the State’s public 
universities will yield great returns to 
the State of Arkansas.
7. Arkansas must be included on the 
eCorridor. Support should be given to National LambdaRail 
to ensure that Arkansas joins in the new high speed fi ber-op-
tic national network.
National LambdaRail (NLR) is a major initiative of US re-
search universities and private sector technology companies to 
provide a national scale infrastructure for research and experi-
mentation in next-generation internet, networking technolo-
gies, and applications. Linking Arkansas to NLR would give 
researchers at The University of Arkansas and throughout 
the State access to information from the nation’s research 
universities. NLR would ensure that the high-tech businesses 
Arkansas needs to attract will fi nd the infrastructure necessary 
to succeed. Arkansas should follow the examples of Okla-
homa and Louisiana and join National LambdaRail as a full 
member. 
Recommendations
In each report, the 2010 Commission recommends actions 
necessary in the months and years ahead if The University of 
Arkansas is to fully realize its vision as a nationally competitive, 
student-centered research university serving Arkansas and the 
world.
Twenty-eight recommendations are made in Gaining Ground. 
Twelve are directed to the Governor and the General Assembly; 
“The head of the University of 
Arkansas at Fayetteville has been 
leading a charge to improve academic 
performance and, thereby, improve the 
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seven are intended for business leaders in Arkansas; and nine 
are aimed at The University of Arkansas community—trustees, 
benefactors, students, faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, 
and friends. Some are a continuation of those made in earlier 
reports, but many have been updated to refl ect progress since 
the publication of Picking Up the Pace and Making the Case. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE GOVERNOR 
AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Recommendation #1
Gain ground nationally by making higher education funding a 
top priority.
Recommendation #2
Adopt the funding formula developed by the Arkansas Depart-
ment of Higher Education (ADHE).
Recommendation #3
Support the University’s vision and fi ve 
major goals and provide the increased 
funding necessary to gain ground in 
achieving them. Hold the University 
accountable for the goals it has set and 
reward it as the goals are achieved. 
Recommendation #4
Upgrade the State’s information systems 
infrastructure, ensure that Arkansas is 
included in the nation’s eCorridor, and 
fund a statewide digital library for use 
by public libraries, as well as public and 
private colleges and universities. 
Recommendation #5
Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at institutions 
showing the greatest promise for research and scholarship. In-
crease the amount of funds available to all university researchers 
for required matches on competitive research grants. Continue 
to use tobacco settlement funds to support the Arkansas Biosci-
ences Institute.
Recommendation #6
Support mandatory ACT testing of juniors in high school. Too 
few Arkansas high school juniors are taking the ACT.
Recommendation #7
Invest strategically the State’s General Improvement Fund based 
on a statewide plan for competing in the knowledge-based 
economy of the 21st Century. In particular, identify and priori-
tize key areas and institutions best positioned to strengthen the 
State’s intellectual infrastructure in research, science, technology, 
education, and medicine. 
Recommendation #8
Leverage private support by creating a dedicated State fund to 
match private gifts to endow professorial chairs and academic 
programs and to construct academic buildings.
Recommendation #9
Enhance incentives for venture capital and for high technology 
fi rms to locate in Arkansas, as well as retain and strengthen in-
state companies to prevent them from migrating elsewhere.
Recommendation #10
Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increasing the per-
centage of Arkansans with baccalaureate and advanced degrees 
(master’s, professional, and doctoral).
Recommendation #11
Provide incentives for two- and four-
year institutions to collaborate by offer-
ing degrees on other campuses, thereby 
avoiding unnecessary duplication, and 
expanding opportunities for Arkansans.
Recommendation #12
Support efforts to recruit high-ability 
students from other states and nations 
to attend college in Arkansas, thus 
helping build the technical workforce 
needed for the 21st Century economy.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BUSINESS LEADERS
Recommendation #13
Gain ground by investing in and becoming more involved in 
higher education institutions. Provide increased philanthropic 
support. Sponsor research projects and contracts that benefi t 
business. Offer more opportunities for college students through 
internships, externships, and mentoring programs.
Recommendation #14
Actively support the current Commission’s recommendation 
for increased funding for Arkansas public higher education and 
adoption of ADHE’s funding formula. 
Recommendation #15
Support the recommendations in Arkansas’ Position in the Knowl-
edge-Based Economy: Prospects and Policy Options.
“Less than three years after its 
initial report the University of 
Arkansas at Fayetteville 2010 
Commission has another message 
for legislative leaders: Research 
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Recommendation #16
Consider the long-term value of hiring employees with four-
year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets and assist the State 
in increasing the number of adults having at least a bachelor’s 
degree.
Recommendation #17
Pay nationally competitive salaries for college graduates and 
provide competitive benefi ts to attract outstanding new talent 
to Arkansas and stem the exodus of outstanding native talent to 
other states.
Recommendation #18
Provide time, opportunities, and 
fi nancial incentives for employees to 
obtain bachelor’s and advanced degrees 
(master’s, professional, and doctoral).
Recommendation #19
Defi ne workforce development needs 
and communicate them to colleges and 
universities.
Recommendation #20
Provide more educational opportunities and educational infra-
structure for employees on site and/or in the context of their 
lives. Invest in distance learning on company sites or work with 
other businesses, local high schools, and colleges and universities 
to gain access.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF 
ARKANSAS COMMUNITY
Recommendation #21
Continue to gain ground in 1) enhancing academic quality and 
reputation; 2) increasing the size and quality of the student 
body; 3) enhancing the diversity of the faculty, staff, and 
student body; 4) increasing private support; and 5) increasing 
federal and State support. 
Recommendation #22
Continue to support the vision of The University of Arkansas 
as a nationally competitive, student-centered research university 
serving Arkansas and the world.
Recommendation #23
Achieve the University’s 2010 goals of enrolling 22,500 stu-
dents, including 4,000 minority students; retaining 88 percent 
of freshmen; and graduating 66 percent of entering students 
within six years. Meet 2010 annual research goals, including 
$100 million in new awards, $150 million in expenditures, and 
$50 million in federal expenditures. Increase annual private 
giving to $100 million and endowment to $1 billion by 2010. 
Secure operating revenues (from State support and tuition) of 
$380 million by 2010.
Recommendation #24
Develop a more concerted effort be-
tween the University and the Arkansas 
Congressional delegation to seek out 
and support opportunities to bring 
federal research funds to the State.
Recommendation #25
Provide leadership for the education 
systems in the State, private and public. 
Recommendation #26
Encourage students and parents to realize higher education is an 
investment, not an expense.
Recommendation #27
Create a communication and marketing plan to ensure that 
Gaining Ground is seen, heard, and understood by key opinion 
leaders and constituencies across the State.
Recommendation #28
Strive to be counted among the nation’s best public research 
universities. Communicate that The University of Arkansas 
offers its State a direct path toward success in the knowledge-
based economy of the 21st Century.
“We must do everything possible to 
make all Arkansans aware of the value 
of a college education. A high school 
diploma is no longer enough in the 
new economy.”
—Governor Mike Huckabee,
A Lasting Legacy 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N
Five years ago, 92 business, government, and education 
leaders throughout Arkansas who share a vision for a stronger 
University of Arkansas and a stronger State were identifi ed. This 
group, called the 2010 Commission, came together to study the 
challenges facing higher education in America and the benefi ts 
of having a nationally competitive 
research university in Arkansas. The 
Commission’s fi rst two reports—Making 
the Case and Picking Up the Pace—
present arguments for increased support 
of the U of A and offer a blueprint for 
positioning The University of Arkansas 
as one of the nation’s great research 
universities in service to its students, to 
Arkansas and to the world. 
Since the publication of Picking Up the Pace, the State of 
Arkansas has seen one of the largest tax increases in its history 
and the passage of legislation that requires that K-12 education 
be fully funded as the fi rst priority in the State’s budget. K-12 
funding continues to occupy a signifi cant share of the attention 
of the General Assembly. This development raises concerns 
regarding the share of funding the University can reasonably 
expect to receive. The University of Arkansas is already under-
funded by roughly $34 million dollars per year. Statewide the 
funding shortfall for the State’s four-year institutions totals 
$108.7 million. Continued underfunding of public higher 
education will have lasting, detrimental effects.
Despite these challenges, The University 
of Arkansas is in the midst of a period 
of unprecedented progress and growth.  
Gaining Ground, the third report from 
the 2010 Commission, is a mid-course 
assessment by the Commission of the 
University’s progress and what remains 
to be accomplished in order to meet 
the goals set at the beginning of the 
Commission’s term. Gaining Ground 
also examines the state of higher education in Arkansas and 
the nation, offers recommendations to State, University and 
business leaders, and provides extensive benchmarking data.
In the Gaining Ground section, “Progress to Date,” the 2010 
Commission reviews The University of Arkansas’ gains in 
meeting its fi ve institutional goals:
• Enhancing academic quality and reputation.
• Increasing the size and quality of the student body.
“Graduate more students, since the more 
education a person has, the higher his 
income is likely to be.”
—Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 
September 25, 2004
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• Enhancing diversity among 
students, faculty, and staff.
• Increasing public support, 
particularly from federal and 
State governments.
• Increasing private support.
“Progress to Date” also discusses 
the benefi ts that the University 
offers to Arkansas through its 
skilled graduates, its positive 
impact on the State economy, its 
research and outreach missions, 
and its partnerships with other 
Arkansas institutions of higher 
education.
The next major section of 
Gaining Ground, “Discussion 
of Signifi cant Developments,” 
highlights the political and 
educational landscape in the 
State of Arkansas. Special 
attention is given to the 2010 
Commission’s endorsement of the 
Arkansas Department of Higher 
Education’s funding formula. 
Other topics discussed include:
• The K-12 Funding Mandate
• Assuring High School Students’ 
Access to the ACT
• The Blue Ribbon Committee 
on Higher Education
• Accelerate Arkansas and 
Arkansas’ Position in the 
Knowledge-Based Economy
• The Role of Private Support in a Public University 
“Recommendations to State Leaders” offers twenty-eight 
action items for the consideration of Arkansas’ government, 
business, and academic leadership. These recommendations, if 
acted upon, will help public higher education, in general, and 
The University of Arkansas, in particular, meet its potential 
for service and achievement on behalf of its students, State 
and the world. Many recommendations have been added and 
revised since the 2010 Commission’s last report, Picking Up 
the Pace.
The appendices offer a wealth of data regarding The 
University of Arkansas, as well as State and national higher 
education and economic performance.
Old Main, the most recognizable landmark on campus, symbolizes The University of Arkansas 
as it gains ground among the nation’s finest research universities.
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P R O G R E S S
T O  D AT E
In 1999, The University of Arkansas’ 
leadership developed a progress report 
(Table 1, page 12) to track the various 
and equally important factors in the 
U of A’s achievement of its goals. For 
the University to realize its vision of 
being a nationally competitive, student-
centered research university serving 
Arkansas and the world, it must meet 
its fi ve institutional goals:
• Enhancing academic quality and 
reputation.
• Increasing the size and quality of the 
student body.
• Enhancing diversity among students, 
faculty, and staff.
• Increasing public support, particu-
larly from federal and State governments.
• Increasing private support.
Progress Toward the Five Institutional Goals
1. Enhancing Academic Quality and Reputation
A good indication of The University of 
Arkansas’ progress is its rapidly increas-
ing academic reputation, as determined 
by college guides and other national 
rankings.
• In US News and World Report: 
America’s Best Colleges 2005, The Uni-
versity of Arkansas ranked in the top 
tier of American colleges for the fi rst 
time in its history. The U of A is ranked 
120th among the nation’s private and 
public universities. The University is 
also ranked among the nation’s top 
public universities—one of only 64 so 
ranked—for the fi rst time in its history.
•  The Princeton Review’s The Best 357 
Colleges (2005 Edition) named The University of Arkansas 
one of the 20 “Best Bargains” in the country. The University 
tied for 5th in academic ranking among the universities of 
the SEC.
• The Fiske Guide to Colleges (2005 edition) named The Uni-
versity of Arkansas one of the nation’s best colleges. The Uni-
versity maintained its three-star rating in academic quality.
“Education is becoming the lifeblood of 
Arkansas.  It will be the difference maker.  
The challenge is to get parents and their 
children to seek a higher education and 
attain bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral 
degrees…If we do a good enough job of 
this over time, we’ll be able to recruit high-
tech businesses as well as any other state.”
—Tim McFarland, Chairman, 
Advantage Arkansas
 Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 
September 22, 2004
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• The University of Arkansas was included for the fourth consecu-
tive year in America’s 100 Best College Buys. The “best buys” are 
institutions that combine high academic quality with compara-
tively low cost.
• For the fi rst time the University was ranked within the fi rst tier of 
public and private research universities in TheCenter Decem-
ber 2004 report, The Top American Research Universities. This 
ranking was heavily infl uenced by private fundraising success. 
The University’s performance in terms of its growth in research 
funding also contributed to this result. 
• Research awards to The University of Arkansas are up 29.6 
percent for FY04, for a total of $62.7 million, up from $48.4 
million in FY03.
• Research expenditures for FY04 were $95.8 million, up from 
$87.4 million in FY03. 
• The six-year graduation rate, based upon the 1998 new fresh-
man class, was 52.9 percent for 2004, up from 48.1 percent in 
2003 (Figure 1). This marks the fi rst time the graduation rate has 
exceeded 50 percent since this fi gure has been tracked.
Performance Measure 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2010 
GOAL
Freshman ACT  (F) 23.5 24.0 24.9 24.8 24.8 25.0 25.4 25.4 26.5
Freshman HSGPA  (F) 3.40 3.46 3.51 3.52 3.54 3.57 3.60 3.57 3.65
Freshman Upper Decile %  (F) 28% 32% 36% 32% 35% 35% 36% 36% 50%
Freshman Mid-Yr Retention  (FS) 90.5% 92.8% 94.1% 92.5% 93.5% 92.6% 93% 92.9% 96%
Freshman Year Retention  (FF) 73.2% 74.1% 77.2% 81.7% 81.7% 82.2% 82.7% 83.7% 88%
New Freshman Enrollment  (F) 2,240 2,556 2,268 2,283 2,332 2,251 2,357 2,514 3,000
National Merit Scholars  (F) 90 104 120 108 105 109 106 126 250
Undergraduate Enrollment   (F) 11,974 12,300 12,358 12,550 12,859 12,929 13,125 13,817 17,000
Graduate Enrollment   (F) 2,766 2,760 2,868 2,846 2,936 3,106 3,324 3,452 5,500
New Transfer Enrollment   (F) 1,157 1,206 1,264 1,178 1,230 1,150 1,264 1,234 1,850
Total Minority Enrollment   (F) 1,728 1,785 1,858 1,907 1,938 2,028 2,021 2,089 4,000
Total Enrollment   (F) 14,740 15,060 15,226 15,396 15,795 16,035 16,449 17,269 22,500
UG 6-Yr Graduation Rate   (S) 41.8% 43.5% 45.1% 45.3% 44.8% 45.9% 48.1% 52.9% 66%
Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded   (AY) 1,756 1,741 1,902 1,889 1,935 2,028 2,291 2,194 3,585
Doctoral Degrees Awarded   (AY) 112 121 94 86 90 106 120 110 185
Master’s & Other Degrees Awarded  (AY) 864 850 843 872 848 864 907 964 1,295
Total Degrees Awarded   (AY) 2,732 2,712 2,839 2,847 2,873 2,998 3,318 3,268 5,065
Research:  New Awards   (FY) $41.2M $42.3M $41.5M $49.1M $59.3M $52.6M $48.4M $62.7M $100M
Research:  Expenditures   (FY) $73.7M $78.1M $63.2M $75.9M $83.8M $88.3M $87.4M $95.8M $150M
Research:  Federal Expenditures  (FY) $16.7M $16.4M $16.1M $21.9M $24.2M $28.7M $27.8M $32.4M $50M
Private Giving   (FY) $28M $36M $98M $83M $62M $64M $365M $83M $100M
Endowment   (FY) $119M $142M $220M $245M $234M $215M $494M $626M $1B
Unrestricted E&G   (FY) $138.3M $148.5M $161.0M $184.9M $195.6M $197.4M $202.3M $208.8M $380M
Table 1: University of Arkansas Progress Report


























Figure 1: UA Six-Year Graduation Rates
04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   12 2/21/05   11:23:21 AM
13
• Retention for Fall 2004 also increased, with 83.7 percent of 
fi rst-time, full-time, degree-seeking freshmen enrolled during 
the previous year returning to campus for the new academic 
year (Figure 2). 
2. Increasing the Size and Quality of the Student Body
The University of Arkansas continues to make steady progress 
in increasing the size and quality of its student body.
• Enrollment for Fall 2004 was 17,269. This is the largest 
enrollment in the history of The University of Arkansas.
• The average ACT score of incoming freshmen for Fall 2004 
was 25.4. 
• The average high school grade point average of incoming 
freshmen for Fall 2004 was 3.57. 
• In 2004, the University awarded 3,268 degrees (bachelor’s, 
master’s, and doctorates).
• Among the graduates were 110 doctoral graduates. This 
accomplishment will likely place The University of Arkansas 
in exceptional company, qualifying it to be recognized in 
the top tier of institutions tracked by the Southern Regional 
Education Board.
The University of Arkansas continues to make steady progress in increasing the size and quality of its student body. The U of A also has 
enacted several measures in its drive to enhance campus diversity. In his 2004 State of the University Address, Chancellor John White 


























Figure 2: UA Freshman Year Retention Rates
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• The University of Arkansas ranked 12th nationally in the 
percentage of fi rst-time, full-time, degree-seeking freshman 
National Merit Scholars enrolled in US public universi-
ties in 2003. The University ranked 24th in the number of 
freshman National Merit Scholars, with 40, among public 
universities in 2003 (Appendix G). 
• University of Arkansas students have achieved a remarkable 
acceptance rate into medical schools. For four-year honors 
applicants, the acceptance rate is 90 percent. For all honors 
students the rate is 85 percent, and the overall UA accep-
tance rate is 74 percent. The national average is 50 percent.
• Of the 13,817 undergraduate students enrolled at the 
U of A, 11,758, or 85.1 percent, are from Arkansas.
3. Enhancing Diversity Among Students, Faculty, and Staff
The University of Arkansas is working hard to diversify the 
student body as well as the faculty and staff. In his 2004 State 
of the University Address, Chancellor John White made UA 
diversity the focus of his speech: 
“Increasing the diversity of the staff, faculty, and student body 
is the very highest priority of this administration... Diversity 
matters most because it is integral to building the quality and 
strength this institution must have to compete on a national 
and international level. Because the things that power the 
highest achievements of universities – things like intellectual 
muscle, mental energy, and intestinal fortitude – do not have 
a skin color or come in only one kind of human package. 
Because learning absolutely requires the willingness to tolerate 
change and to embrace not only the established and venerable 
cannon but also the new and different discovery, the cutting 
edge, the unknown.  
“We must prepare our students to enter a world that is 
changing rapidly – one that is increasingly diverse. We must 
prepare them to work with and for people who do not look 
like themselves, sound like themselves, think like they do, or 
believe as they do. 
“Diversity is a strength to be pursued, not a requirement to be 
met. We pursue it avidly, and we will not be stopped.”
The University of Arkansas has enacted several measures in its 
drive to enhance campus diversity. The Diversity Task Force, 
formed in 2000, crafted a blueprint for execution during the 
remaining years of this decade. After conducting a national 
search for a newly created senior administrative position, the 
Associate Vice Chancellor for Institutional Diversity and Edu-
cation, the University fi lled the position in January 2005.
In Fall 2004, The University of Arkansas welcomed the fi rst 
class of Silas Hunt Distinguished Scholars. These 66 students 
hold awards named in honor of the fi rst African-American 
admitted to the University in modern times. 
The Silas Hunt Distinguished Scholarships are competitively 
awarded to students from under-represented communities who 
have demonstrated outstanding academic leadership qualities 
and potential. Recipients include students of under-represented 
ethnic or minority groups, students with interest in fi elds of 
study that do not typically attract members of their ethnicity or 
gender, students from under-represented counties in Arkansas, 
and fi rst-generation college students.
The fi rst class of Silas Hunt Distinguished Scholars is highly 
qualifi ed academically. Their average ACT score is 26.94, and, 
overall, their high school grade point average is 3.85. 
The National Conference for Community and Justice (NCCJ, 
formerly known as the National Coalition of Christians and 
Jews) is assisting the University with another program designed 
to enhance campus diversity and understanding. It offers 
training for faculty and staff members to increase individual 
awareness about issues relating to diversity, multicultural 
perspectives, and personal differences. 
This program, entitled Our Campus: Building a More Inclusive 
University of Arkansas, seeks to create a welcoming University of 
Arkansas community. To date, almost nine hundred employees 
of the University have taken part in the NCCJ program. 
In 2005 NCCJ named Chancellor John White the Humanitar-
ian of the Year, its highest honor. The Humanitarian of the 
Year Award is given to community members who promote un-













04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   14 2/21/05   11:23:31 AM
15
Other measures to consider: 
• Non-majority students comprised 17.3 percent of the stu-
dent body in Fall 2004, as opposed to 17.7 in Fall 2003. 
• American Indian enrollment increased 17.3 percent from 
300 to 352 students.
• Asian-American enrollment grew 6.8 percent from 429 to 
458 students.
• Hispanic-American enrollment increased 3.8 percent from 
287 to 298.
• African-American student enrollment decreased 2.4 percent 
from 1,005 to 981.
• 15.6 percent of UA faculty are members of minority popula-
tions, up from 10.6 percent in 1997.
• 12.5 percent of UA staff are members of minority popula-
tions, up from 9.6 percent in 1997.
• Based on fi ve-year graduation rates (Figure 3), there is reason 
for optimisim that African-American graduation rates will 
soon equal overall graduation rates at The University of 
Arkansas. Historically, the six-year rate is approximately six 
percent greater than the fi ve-year rate. Clearly, the U of A is 
closing the gap that has existed between the overall and the 
African-American rates.
4. Increasing Public Support, Particularly from Federal and State 
Government
The University of Arkansas has made progress in federal support 
of its research programs. However, the University faces challenges 
in State support. In Making the Case, the 2010 Commission 
developed factors in support of projected modest growth in State 
appropriations to The University of Arkansas. These projections 
have not been met. As a result, the University has instituted 
tuition increases greater than projected by the 2010 Commission, 
but these increases are not suffi cient to support the long-term 
growth of The University of Arkansas.
• Tuition revenue for FY04 was above the projection in 
Making the Case. As shown in Figure 4, the University was 
roughly $2,385,000 ahead of projections in tuition revenue 
growth.
• State appropriations to The University of Arkansas have 
lagged projections in Making the Case. To achieve 2010 
goals, the Commission projected State appropriations for 
FY04 needed to be $124.1 million. Actual State appro-
priations in FY04 were $97.3 million, a shortfall of $26.8 
million (Figure 5).
• Research awards to The University of Arkansas are up 29.6 
percent for FY04, for a total of $62.7 million, up from 
$48.4 million in FY03.
• The Fulbright College of Arts and Sciences had a record 
year in winning extramural funding, securing grants of 
$27,408,401. This is nearly double the previous year’s total. 
• Research expenditures for FY04 were $95.8 million, up from 
$87.4 million in FY03.
 
Figure 5: Actual UA State Appropriation Growth 
vs. Projected Growth (in ’000s)
Figure 4: Actual UA Tuition Revenue Growth 

























Actual FY State Appropriation Growth
Growth Gap
Projected FY State Appropriation Growth
Actual FY Tuition Revenue Growth
Projected FY Tuition Revenue Growth
04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   15 2/21/05   11:23:32 AM
16
5. Increasing Private Support
Private support to The University of Arkansas continues to be 
spectacular. The University’s friends, alumni, and benefactors 
have embraced the vision of making The University of Arkan-
sas a nationally competitive, student-centered research university 
serving Arkansas and the world.
• The Council for Aid to Education ranked The University of 
Arkansas in the top four universities in the nation in fund-
raising for FY03, along with Harvard, Stanford, and Penn. 
• The Chronicle of Philanthropy ranked the University 22nd in 
its annual ranking of the top 400 nonprofi t organizations for 
FY03.
• For FY04, the University raised $83.3 million, one of its best 
fundraising years ever.
• The University’s endowment has risen over half-a-billion dol-
lars in seven years, to more than $626 million. For the fi rst 
time, the University was ranked within the fi rst tier of public 
and private research universities in TheCenter’s December 
2004 report, described more fully under goal number 1 in 
this section. This ranking was heavily infl uenced by private 
fundraising success and to a lesser but still signifi cant degree 
by endowment growth. 
Summary
Based on benchmarking data (Appendix E and Figure 6), the 
2010 Commission concludes that The University of Arkansas 
is gaining ground in areas related to academics and quality of 
incoming students. Indicators in the Progress Report suggest that 
The University of Arkansas is on track to achieve its quality-
related “input goals” for students. The University is also making 
signifi cant gains toward the overall enrollment goal. Research 
and private fund-raising goals are within reach, but more effort is 
needed to achieve the diversity goals. 
While the enrollment growth at the University is a positive sign, 
greater enrollment has not been coupled with increased State sup-
port. As indicated in Figure 6, the University of Arkansas is losing 
ground in areas that are a function of State-supported fi nances, 
e.g., student-to-faculty ratio and class sizes. Substantial increases 
in state appropriations are needed for the University to achieve 
the funding goals initially proposed in Making the Case. 
Based on the data included in Appendix E and Appendix H, 
if the 2010 projection had been met for FY05 state appropria-
tions, the University would have ranked 32nd in the sum of 
state appropriations and tuition resources, rather than 42nd. The 
difference of ten positions in the benchmark set represents a short 
fall of $34 million in State support. As it stands, The University 
of Arkansas is holding ground, rather than gaining ground against 
its national peers. 
During the economic downturn in the fi rst half of the decade, 
many states were forced to decrease funding appropriated to 
public higher education. To meet the increasing costs of public 
higher education, many peer public research universities increased 
Academic Reputation Gained 5 Positions
ACT “Mid-Range” Score Gained 17 Positions
Average High School GPA Gained 9 Positions
Freshmen Percent in Top 10% in High School  Gained 5 Positions
Freshman Retention Rates (4-Yr Rolling Average) Gained 12 Positions
State Appropriation per Student* Gained 1 position
Undergraduate Acceptance Rates Gained 4 positions
6-Year Graduation Rates Maintained Last Position
Sum of Appropriation and Tuition* Maintained 42nd Position
Student to Faculty Ratio Lost 19 Positions
Undergraduate Classes w < 20 Students Lost 2 Positions
Undergraduate Classes w > 50 Student Lost 2 Positions
Weighted Average Tuition* Lost 6 positions
Figure 6: The University of Arkansas’ Performance Within a Set of 54 Peer Universities
Detailed benchmarking data can be found in Appendix E.
*The relative changes in ranking are based on fall 1997 data versus fall 2004 data, with the exception of tuition and state appropriation, which are based on 
FY99 data versus FY05 data.
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tuition at double-digit percentage rates. In an effort to keep UA 
tuition affordable for Arkansas’ students, the University did not 
resort to double-digit percentage tuition increases. Although the 
University of Arkansas lost ground within the benchmark set of 
public institutions with respect to tuition resources, it maintained 
its position as one of the nation’s “best buys” in higher education. 
Fortunately, elected leaders in Arkansas 
understood the need to maintain af-
fordable tuition levels and worked hard 
under stringent economic circumstances 
to ensure that the University did not 
lose ground in terms of State appropria-
tion per student. For the University to 
have the economic resources necessary 
to gain ground against its national peers, 
increased state support will be required. 
Nationally, as well as in Arkansas, the 
question remains: who should pay for 
public higher education—the student 
or the State? Steep tuition increases ef-
fectively decrease the number of students who can afford a college 
education, and Arkansas desperately requires more college gradu-
ates. If Arkansas hopes to increase the number of citizens with a 
college education, it is imperative that the State invest in public 
higher education. All indications are that the Governor and Gen-
eral Assembly are committed to providing the fi nancial support 
necessary for the State’s public higher education institutions, in 
general, and the University of Arkansas, in particular.
The 2010 Commission strongly recommends the adoption of the 
Arkansas Department of Higher Education’s funding formula as 
one means of addressing the funding need. The formula is described 
in greater detail under “Discussion of Signifi cant Developments.”
The Commission also believes the State must invest its resources 
more strategically in order to gain ground for all Arkansans. 
The State’s universities need funds for new facilities, as well as 
for repair and refurbishment of existing facilities; funding for 
infrastructure, particularly information technology and comput-
ing, is inadequate. The “infrastructure gap” exists at all public 
universities in the State, but is particularly critical for the U of A, 
particularly in comparison with its national and regional peers.
In order to support Arkansas’ 21st Century ambitions, strategic 
investment will be needed throughout the State. The Commis-
sion believes investment of the State’s General Improvement Fund 
(GIF) should be focused on improvement of infrastructure and 
building of facilities that will move the State forward to advance 
the quality of life for all of its citizens. 
The GIF is constituted of excess monies from State agency 
budgets and from interest earnings on State tax proceeds. For 
the 1999 biennium, $227,546,635 was distributed statewide 
from the General Improvement Fund. Of that, only $11 million 
fl owed to The University of Arkansas. For 2001, $100,013,051 
was dispersed throughout the State, and approximately $5 mil-
lion fl owed to the University. Based on the actions of lawmakers 
during the 2003 biennium, $59,230,105 has been released to 
date. Slightly more than $1 million has 
been scheduled for distribution to The 
University of Arkansas, but some ques-
tions remain regarding whether all these 
funds will be received. 
As an example of the impact GIF funds 
can have, the funding to The University 
of Arkansas described above has been 
directly applied to projects that enhance 
the State’s research and technology 
capabilities: the completion of Ferritor 
Hall, in which state-of-the-art biological 
sciences research is conducted, and the 
seed funding to begin construction on 
the Center for Academic Excellence, an 
interdisciplinary center for academic computing on campus. 
The Commission recommends that the State identify strategies 
for improving its research and technology infrastructure and the 
facilities that support its research capabilities. Focused, signifi cant 
investment of the General Improvement Fund in infrastructure, 
facilities, and technology improvements will help to position the 
State of Arkansas as a leader in the 21st Century economy and 
benefi t all of its citizens.
The Positive Infl uence of The University 
of Arkansas on the State of Arkansas’ 
Economy and Culture
The progress occurring at The University of Arkansas has had a 
direct, positive impact on the State of Arkansas, as evidenced by 
the US Department of Commerce Offi ce of Technology Policy’s 
Science and Technology Indicators (Appendix B) and by the 
Milken Institute’s “Science and Technology Index” (Appendix C). 
In its March 2004 report, the Department of Commerce says the 
State of Arkansas improved its ranking in 17 categories. Arkansas’ 
median ranking improved to 40th, up from 44th. The Milken In-
stitute’s “Science and Technology Index” describes Arkansas’ move 
to 49th in the 2004 rankings, up from 50th in 2002. Arkansas’ 
jump in score, from 22.8 to 29.5, was the nation’s third-highest.
The Fayetteville-Rogers-Springdale metroplex was ranked seventh 
in the nation in the Milken Institute’s Best Performing Cities 
report for 2004. Northwest Arkansas was unable to maintain 
last year’s top ranking due to a relatively low concentration of 
“The impact of the University of 
Arkansas… is so great and covers so 
many areas that it’s inestimable…The 
staff, services and facilities at the UA 
provide incredible opportunities for 
our students and teachers.”
—Bobby New, 
Northwest Arkansas Times, 
February 1, 2005
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Statewide efforts to provide Arkansans with access to bet-
ter-paying jobs just received a signifi cant boost as a result 
of a three-year, $600,000 grant from the National Science 
Foundation (NSF). Funds from the grant will help knowl-
edge-based companies in Arkansas receive private investment 
and advanced Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
funding, with the goal of easing the diffi cult business transi-
tion between concept and commercialization.
The grant will be administered by the Innovation to Com-
mercialization Incubator, a partnership led by the College of 
Engineering and the Sam M. Walton College of Business at 
The University of Arkansas. The partnership will help innova-
tive companies by increasing access to the business expertise 
they need to bring their new products from the lab to the 
marketplace.
“We believe this partnership will benefi t all involved,” said 
Walton College Dean Doyle Z. Williams. “Our graduate stu-
dents will provide more business expertise to help engineers 
commercialize ideas, and the state may gain high-tech busi-
nesses to fuel the economy.”
Assistance is already in place to help Arkansas companies receive 
the fi rst level of SBIR funding, referred to as Phase 1.  Phase 
1 funding requires 
“proof of concept,” 
detailed business and 
technology plans, 
and it typically 
results in a $100,000 
award.  Approxi-
mately one applicant 
in eight receives 
funding at this level.
After this initial 
period, surviving the 
“valley of death”—
the time between the 
development and the 
sale of a product—is 
the biggest challenge 
to a small business. 
Think, for example, 
of a large company. 
It can fund research and development from revenues based on 
the sale of current products. Brand-new companies don’t have 
that cushion.
The grant targets improving Phase 2 and 3 success in three 
ways:
• The grant will support the salaries and tuition of graduate 
students who will work for the new company. “As we edu-
cate undergraduate and graduate students in engineering, 
it’s important that they also understand the relevance of the 
research,” said College of Engineering Dean Ashok Saxena. 
“This is not an ivory tower experience. The students will 
gain experience as well as vital contacts in the business 
world.”
• Second, the companies will receive help from a board of advisers 
made up of professionals from varied backgrounds including 
law, accounting, sales and marketing. “What is frequently miss-
ing from high technology companies is the business knowledge 
to turn ideas into products or services that people will buy, then 
producing those products or services at a profi t,” said Carol 
Reeves, associate professor of management. “The board of ad-
visers will provide critical business expertise to the Phase 1 grant 
recipients, dramatically increasing their chances of establishing a 
successful business.”
G R A N T  T O  A I D  K N O W L E D G E - B A S E D  
C O M P A N I E S  I N  A R K A N S A S
Graduate students in the Walton College work on enterprise-level computing with the Department of 
Computer Science and Computer Engineering.
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• Third, the grant will facilitate an Angel Investor Network to 
encourage investments that are less structured than venture 
capital. “A key goal of the program is to develop an infra-
structure of entrepreneurial support that will help compa-
nies survive the valley of death,” said Ron Foster, director of 
the Innovation to Commercialization Incubator.
But why is developing an entrepreneurial culture in Arkansas 
so crucial? Two-thirds of all new jobs in the country are cre-
ated by the 11 percent of small businesses that are high-tech, 
according to Ross DeVol, director of regional economics at 
the Milken Institute. In addition, the jobs formed by knowl-
edge-based companies “pay high salaries and are relatively 
immune to outsourcing,” said Foster.
Once the ball gets rolling, positive growth begets positive 
growth. “Service-based jobs tend to spring up around knowl-
edge-based jobs, enriching the entire business environment,” 
said Foster. “For example, there may be a need for a special-
ized machine shop or water-purifying company. And more 
jobs mean more tax revenue for local communities and for 
Arkansas.” 
Historically, agricultural states such as Arkansas have trailed all 
others in this type of job creation. For example, between 1983 
and 1998, The University of Arkansas spun off fewer than 
fi ve high-tech companies, despite the fact that the University 
competed well at publishing cited high-tech research results in 
professional journals. In contrast, the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology created 
150 small businesses 
each year during the 
same time frame. 
“Through a prior NSF-
supported partnership, 
we brought together 
university, state and 
private sector support 
to address these issues 
in 2000, and the results 
are stunning. This new 
program is designed 
to take us to the next 
level,” said Foster.
For instance in 
2002 and 2003, The 
University of Arkan-
sas developed seven 
spin-off companies 
– compared with fewer than fi ve over the past 20 years.  The 
number of SBIR Phase 1 proposals submitted from Arkansas 
is even more encouraging.  In 2000, there were 20 proposals 
submitted. In 2001, 22 were submitted. In 2002, the number 
of proposals doubled to 45, with nine awards totaling $1.8 
million. And in 2003, more than 80 proposals were submit-
ted with 17 gaining funding. So far in 2004, 15 awards have 
been received that total $4.2 million. “Overall, the acceptance 
rate is very close to the national average, which indicates that 
Arkansas’ proposals are high in quality,” said Foster. 
According to DeVol, Arkansas climbed from 50th in the na-
tion in SBIR funding in 2000 to 43rd in 2003 and from 50th 
to 26th in Small Business Technology Transfer funding. 
“Now that our SBIR Phase 1 funding numbers are improv-
ing, it’s time for us to focus on achieving similar success with 
Phase 2 and Phase 3 funding,” Foster said.
In addition to the College of Engineering and the College 
of Business, partners include the Offi ce of Research and 
Sponsored Programs; the microelectronics-photonics graduate 
program; Virtual Incubation Corporation; and the Arkansas 
Science and Technology Authority. Led by principal investiga-
tor Saxena, the co-principal investigators on the NSF grant 
are Foster; Reeves; Scott Hancock, licensing offi cer for the 
Technology Transfer Offi ce; and Greg Salamo, university 
professor of physics.
“As we educate undergraduate and graduate students in engineering, it’s important that they also 
understand the relevance of the research...The students will gain experience as well as vital contacts 
in the business world.” 
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high-tech and knowledge-based companies. Increased support 
of The University of Arkansas’ research mission will bring more 
knowledge-based industry not only to Northwest Arkansas but 
the entire State. 
The University of Arkansas’ role in the region’s rankings is un-
deniable. The U of A provides bachelor’s, master’s, professional, 
and doctoral graduates to the State. An increase in the number 
of graduates in the State of Arkansas means more income for its 
citizens and more revenue for the State. More revenue for Arkan-
sas leads to investment in K-12 education, research, health care, 
and higher education. Simply put, the stronger The University of 
Arkansas, the stronger the State of Arkansas. 
According to a report by the Center for Business and Economic 
Research, titled The University of Arkansas: A Catalyst for Growth, 
the University is making a signifi cant positive impact on the 
economy of the State. Among the fi ndings in the report:
• Including the impact of indirect and induced effects, the total 
annual economic impact of The University of Arkansas on the 
State is between $1 billion and $1.2 billion.
• Total employment attributable to the University, including 
indirect and induced effects, ranges from 14,722 to 17,667 
jobs across the State.
The report also fi nds that achieving the 2010 Commission’s goals 
will produce substantial economic impacts:
• Including indirect and induced effects, total annual impact of 
The University of Arkansas on the State will be between $2.5 
billion and $3.2 billion.
• Total annual employment impact for the University will be 
between 36,550 and 43,860 jobs.
The Benefi ts of University of 
Arkansas Outreach and Research
The University of Arkansas contributes to the growth and 
prosperity of the State of Arkansas through its research programs. 
Arkansas will succeed in the knowledge-based economy if, and 
only if, it produces the scientifi cally and technologically literate 
citizens needed to attract business and industry to the State and 
to enable existing fi rms to compete successfully. Investment in 
the State’s research initiatives, particularly in the State’s only com-
prehensive research university—The University of Arkansas—will 
bring Arkansas to the playing fi eld of the 21st Century economy.
Many research facilities in operation at The University of Arkan-
sas are making the discoveries and creating the technology that 
will lead to a stronger State of Arkansas. 
Arkansas Research and Technology Park
The Arkansas Research and Technology Park (ARTP) 
welcomed the opening of a new facility in October 2004. The 
University of Arkansas Innovation Center is a 35,500-square-foot 
building designed to house and nurture research-based innova-
tions in Northwest Arkansas. It will provide resources for research 
and development as the University builds partnerships with 
private industries, local and regional groups, and government 
entities.
The University of Arkansas Innovation Center joins the GEN-
ESIS Technology Incubator and the Engineering Research Center 
at the ARTP. Created by the University in cooperation with the 
City of Fayetteville, the ARTP jump-starts the formation of a 
knowledge-based economy in Arkansas. It fosters and attracts 
clusters of industries whose commercial pursuits are strategically 
aligned with the research strengths of the University. Among the 
research competencies that can be accessed through the Arkansas 
Research and Technology Park are:
• Biotechnology and Related Biological, Chemical, and Food 
Sciences 
Technologies available include biotic and abiotic stress-tolerant 
rice, green potting soil, biomolecular labeling, and chemical 
enhancement of microbial insecticides.
• Next-Generation Electronic and Photonic Devices
Examples include new types of DC/DC converters which 
achieve improved performance in smaller devices.
• Transportation and Logistics
The University of Arkansas Innovation Center, opened in October 
2004, is a 35,500-square-foot building designed to house and nurture 
research-based innovations in Arkansas.
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• Materials and Advanced Manufacturing at the Micro- and 
Nano-Scale 
Technologies available include variable image packaging fi lm and 
micro- and meso-scale machining.
• Database, Software, and Telecommunications Technology
• Environmental and Ecosystem Analysis
Clustering innovative activities within these broad areas of 
research will afford companies the benefi ts derived from collabora-
tion, labor-source pooling, and supplier 
networks. 
The ARTP generates direct benefi ts such 
as the creation of high quality, high-wage 
jobs in the technology sector, and the 
indirect economic impacts that benefi t the 
economy as a whole. For example:
• Ongoing construction at the ARTP will 
create 1,582 construction jobs and em-
ployee compensation of $27.1 million.
• The ARTP is expected to generate a 
present value of $2.2 million in State 
and local tax revenues over the life of 
project construction and $17.7 million in State and local tax 
revenue over the life of project operation.
• At completion, the ARTP will create approximately 2,000 high-
tech, high-paying, permanent jobs.
University of Arkansas Economic Development Institute
The University of Arkansas Economic Development Institute 
(UAEDI) was created in July 2002 to enhance the economic and 
social well-being of the people of Arkansas.
UAEDI created the Technology Center for the Delta in Cross 
County to serve as a launching pad for the programs of The 
University of Arkansas and other partners. The goal is to create a 
multi-county economic development region in the Delta called the 
Crossroads Coalitition. Supporting this effort, economic develop-
ment offi cials in Cross, Washington, and St. Francis counties, under 
the umbrella of UAEDI’s Discussion Group, are exploring how 
they can help Arkansas attract the automotive industry. Partners in 
the Crossroads Coalition include the UA 
Center for Advanced Spatial Technologies 
program, UA Center for Economic and 
Business Research, the Arkansas Depart-
ment of Economic Development, and a 
number of off-campus and private entities.
UAEDI is working with the six-county 
Cornerstone Coalition (Ashley, Brad-
ley, Chicot, Desha, Drew, and Lincoln 
Counties) to explore how The University 
of Arkansas can contribute to the broad-
based development of this region. It is 
expected that UA Monticello will be a 
major contributor to this effort. Likewise, 
UAEDI is working closely with Crossett (Ashley County) on a 
number of projects that are of special interest to that community. A 
result of this partnership is the ongoing mapping of the Corner-
stone Coalition Counties, designed to help the region develop a 
greater understanding of its assets and history.
University of Arkansas Community Design Center
Since 1995, the University of Arkansas Community Design Cen-
ter (UACDC) has provided design and planning services to more 
“There needs to be a strong partnership 
between state education agencies, 
schools, teachers, students, parents, 
business leaders and members of the 
media who are all preaching a common 
theme. That theme is this: ‘College isn’t 
an option. It’s a way of life.’” 
—Governor Mike Huckabee
A Lasting Legacy
The UA Community Design Center won international recognition for their project “Developing a Highway Ecology.” They envision a radi-
cally different highway strip, akin to the traditional boulevard, that responds to the ecology of the area and encourages transportation 
choices beyond the automobile.
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than thirty communities across Arkansas. UACDC planning 
has helped Arkansas communities secure nearly $9 million in 
grant funding to enact improvements. With matching funds and 
private and public investment factored in, UACDC has helped 
to generate almost $70 million in Arkansas economic develop-
ment over the past ten years. In addition to revitalizing historic 
downtowns, UACDC addresses new challenges in affordable 
housing, urban sprawl, environmental planning, and manage-
ment of regional growth or decline. UACDC also offers hands-on 
civic design experience to students who work under the direction 
of design professionals.
Two recent UACDC projects have garnered widespread atten-
tion. UACDC’s proposal to rehabilitate a fl ood-prone, pollution-
ridden stream into an urban greenway that winds through down-
town Warren has won State and national design awards from the 
American Institute of Architects (AIA). “The Community Design 
Center has taken a problem and turned it into an amenity for the 
people of Warren. Instead of fl ooding at the YMCA, we’ll have 
a beautiful walking path that extends the current city park and 
links it to the Y,” said Warren Mayor Bryan Martin. 
A plan to assist the central Arkansas community of Morrilton, 
where growth on the arterial highway strip has drained energy 
from the downtown area, led to the project, “Developing a 
Highway Ecology.” This project was the only United States entry 
selected in the prestigious “Celebration of Cities” competition co-
sponsored by the International Union of Architects and the AIA. 
UA Department of Education Reform
The University of Arkansas will move into the ranks of leading 
universities with the founding of the Department of Education 
Reform, to be created later this year in the College of Educa-
tion and Health Professions. The mission of the department is 
to advance education and economic development by focusing 
on the improvement of academic achievement in the public 
schools. Faculty will conduct leading-edge research that will 
be used to strengthen the public schools. Researchers will also 
focus on policy formation and how that policy is translated 
into meaningful reform at the State, school district, school, and 
classroom level.
The new department will conduct signifi cant research, imple-
ment demonstration projects that link research with classroom 
practice, and produce and distribute resources to educators and 
policymakers. It will be the fi rst—and only—such department 
in an institution of higher education in the State of Arkansas. 
Signifi cant education reform programs are in place at nationally 
recognized universities, including the University of Pennsylvania, 
Harvard, Stanford, Michigan and Wisconsin-Madison. It is this 
peer group that the college will use as a benchmarking cohort for 
the new program.
Partnerships with Arkansas Institutions of Higher Education
The University of Arkansas is reaching out across the State to 
serve all Arkansans through relationships with institutions of 
higher learning throughout Arkansas. New partnerships with 
NorthWest Arkansas Community College and the University of 
Arkansas-Fort Smith, and proposed partnerships with the Uni-
versity of Central Arkansas and the University of Arkansas-Pine 
Bluff are bringing students the learning opportunities they need 
to fulfi ll their promise of becoming productive members of the 
Arkansas workforce.
NorthWest Arkansas Community College
The partnership with NorthWest Arkansas Community College 
(NWACC) is an example of how Arkansas higher education 
institutions can work together to make education more accessible 
and, possibly, more affordable for the State. This partnership 
established between the two institutions and referred to as the 
North Campus will likely add to the University’s enrollment and, 
ultimately, to the number of Arkansans who achieve a four-year 
degree. NWACC also expects to see a signifi cant increase in 
enrollment as a result of the program.
The University of Arkansas College of Education and Health 
Professions has developed and proposed a collaborative degree 
program with NWACC. The proposal will offer a Bachelor of 
Science in Education degree on the NWACC campus to students 
who complete the fi rst two years of coursework at NWACC. 
The program will assist local schools in meeting increasing high 
demand for teachers while giving students in the Rogers and 
Bentonville area an opportunity to complete a four-year degree 
and obtain an Arkansas Teaching License. 
UA-Fort Smith
The University of Arkansas College of Engineering’s partnership 
with the University of Arkansas-Fort Smith is bringing access to a 
UA education to students in the Arkansas River Valley. Students 
take their fi rst two years of courses at the UA-Fort Smith. The 
last two years of courses are either conducted by UA professors 
who travel to Fort Smith or teach courses via web-based distance 
delivery, or by UA-FS instructors. Graduates from the program 
receive University of Arkansas degrees.
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D I S C U S S I O N  O F  
S I G N I F I C A N T  D E V E L O P M E N T S
Five years after the formation of the 2010 Commission, much 
has changed in the State of Arkansas, the nation, and the world.  
The initial report of this Commission 
was issued just before 9/11. A national 
economic downturn and the movement 
of K-12 education to the forefront of 
the State’s agenda through the funding 
legislation enacted in the recent special 
session in Arkansas have complicated 
the fi scal picture for all the State’s 
public colleges and universities.  Recent 
studies of the demography of the State 
predict that Arkansas’ population of 
high-school graduates will decline in 
immediately approaching years. Even 
as that population of young Arkansans 
has begun to diminish, the number of 
post-secondary educational institutions 
in the State, particularly at the two-year 
level, has grown. 
The Commission has observed these developments and trends 
and offers here a brief examination of the most signifi cant 
current educational, political, and economic issues the U of A 
faces at the midway point of the fi rst decade of the 21st Century 
and the Commission’s term of service.
The K-12 Funding Mandate 
After the Arkansas Supreme Court’s 
ruling that the State’s K-12 public 
education system was inadequate and 
inequitable, lawmakers convened for a 
special session of the Arkansas General 
Assembly. Perhaps of greatest signifi cance 
to the University, the General Assembly 
made Arkansas the nation’s only State 
legally obligated to fund K-12 public 
education before all other State programs.
The 2010 Commission applauds the 
State’s commitment to funding K-12 
public education. However, the relative 
security of State funding of public higher education is now very 
much in question. According to Governor Mike Huckabee, 
should funding for K-12 public education ever fall short, the 
cuts to other State programs “could be massive and have a 
dramatic impact on thousands of people.” 
“We cannot lose sight, however, 
of the need to have high-quality 
colleges and universities in Arkansas 
for those better educated children of 
tomorrow to attend, where they can 
prosper…Arkansans must make sure 
their dedication to higher education and 
the resulting improvements that follow 
remain higher than ever.”
—Northwest Arkansas Times, 
March 9, 2004
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The facilities needs of K-12 public education may lead to such a 
shortfall. Other State programs likely will be negatively affected.
The State program that stands to lose the most funding is 
four-year public higher education. The perception among 
many legislators is that four-year universities are less dependent 
on state support because they can generate income by raising 
tuition and by generating private support. 
The State’s funding priorities can be divided into two categories: 
those that meet the needs of a small fraction of citizens by 
addressing immediate fi nancial and health needs, as well as 
inequities of the past (Medicaid and prisons are examples) and 
those that secure a brighter future for all citizens (education and 
economic development are examples). Due to a faster payback 
on investment, money spent on four-year universities yields a 
higher return for both the State and university graduates than 
other programs.
Tuition increases may be inevitable, but every effort should be 
made to keep them within reason. Tuition increases effectively 
decrease the number of capable Arkansas students who can 
afford a college education. To increase UA tuition at double-
digit rates can discourage capable students from pursuing their 
best opportunity or cause them to defer a college education. 
According to Measuring Up: The National Report Card on Higher 
Education, Arkansas receives a grade of “F” for affordability of 
higher education. For the 40 percent of Arkansans with the 
lowest incomes, the cost of higher education at a four-year 
public university represents 37 percent of income annually. 
When considering the average of all income groups in Arkansas, 
the cost of higher education at a four-year public university 
represents 26 percent of annual income.
Clearly, steps must be taken to ensure that UA tuition increases 
remain modest. A UA education must remain within reach 
(Figure 7). For Arkansans to enjoy the same economic benefi ts 
found in the vast majority of states, a signifi cant increase must 
occur in the number of college graduates in the State. As the 
number of Arkansans with at least a bachelor’s degree increases, 
so will the average income of Arkansans. In fact, the average 











Figure 7: Average Four-Year US Public vs. UA Tuition
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Figure 8: Earnings and Unemployment by Education Level Attainment
Source: www.postsecondary.org
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through their working life totals nearly $1 million (Figure 8). 
Simply put—more Arkansans with colleges degrees make for a 
more prosperous State of Arkansas.
Stemming the Arkansas Brain Drain
Just as it is essential that Arkansas produce more highly 
educated citizens, so it is essential that the State do everything 
it can to keep its brightest young people in Arkansas. For too 
long, too many of Arkansas’ best and brightest went elsewhere 
for their college education.
In a study by the Southern Growth Policies Board called Who 
Will Stay and Who Will Leave, researchers found that the odds 
of a recent college graduate “taking a job in-state are shown to 
increase more than tenfold,” if the individual attends college 
in the same state where he or she graduated from high school. 
Keeping bright high school graduates in Arkansas for their 
higher education will lead to a greater number of highly skilled, 
highly educated workers in the State.
Since 1997, The University of Arkansas has tracked the 
Arkansas high school graduates who scored exceptionally 
well (31 or higher, out of a possible 36) on the ACT 
Assessment. As shown in Figure 9, from 1997 to 2003 the 
number of graduates who scored 31 or higher has remained 
fairly constant. However, the percentage of those scoring 
exceptionally well who have enrolled out-of-state for college 
has dropped by more than half, from 19.9 percent to 9.6 
percent. Data suggest that many of these students are choosing 
to attend The University of Arkansas. The market share of 
those who scored 31 or higher that chose to enroll at The 
University of Arkansas during that same period of time has 
increased by 17 percentage points, from 22.1 percent to 39.1 
percent (Appendix I).
Assuring High School Students’ 
Access to the ACT 
While it is certainly a positive sign that Arkansas is beginning 
to stem the loss of its most gifted high school graduates to 
other states, the overall proportion of Arkansans holding a 
college degree remains distressingly small. Arkansas ranks 49th 
in the nation in the percentage of population with a bachelor’s 
degree.
An examination of practices of Arkansas education agencies 
regarding encouragement of college prep among high school 
students indicates that there may be ground to be gained 
Figure 9: UA Market Share of Top ACT Scorers
2003 (417 Total Students)
Enrolled at the U of A - 88
Enrolled Out-of-State - 79
Other - 124
Enrolled at In-State Public College - 107
Enrolled at the U of A - 163
Enrolled Out-of-State - 40
Other - 104
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For more information see Appendix I.
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by making greater effort to assure access to the the ACT 
Assessment. This is the test students need in order to qualify 
for admission to two- and four-year institutions across the 
State. Increasing access to the ACT for high school juniors may 
help to increase the number of Arkansans pursuing a degree.
Currently, the Arkansas Department of Higher Education 
subsidizes the PLAN test for tenth-graders. This exam is 
meant to prepare students for the ACT Assessment. But 
the PLAN test cannot be used for admission to any two- or 
four-year colleges and universities. Despite the fact that most 
colleges require that applicants take the ACT, Arkansas high 
school juniors are not taking the ACT at the same rate that 
sophomores are taking the PLAN.
In the 2002-2003 school year there were 34,386 high school 
sophomores in the State of Arkansas. That year, 23,859 
sophomores took the PLAN test. This represents approximately 
69 percent of sophomores.
In the 2002-2003 school year there were 31,658 high school 
juniors in the Arkansas. Only 12,728 juniors took the ACT 
that year. This represents approximately 40 percent of juniors. 
Of particular concern, only 20 percent of African-American 
juniors took the ACT. Only 17 percent of Hispanic juniors 
took the exam (Figure 10). 
There are many advantages for students who take the ACT in 
their junior year:
• Most high school coursework that corresponds to ACT test 
material has been completed.
• ACT funnels information about students to colleges, and sets 
up an early communication exchange. This allows colleges 
and universities to send information about admissions, 
course placement, scholarships, and special programs to 
prospective students early enough in their high school careers 
to allow for meaningful planning.
• Students who wish to improve their scores have the 
opportunity to re-test, and to seek tutorial assistance that 
may help them succeed at the highest possible level. Fifty-fi ve 
percent of all US students who took the ACT more than 
once increased their composite score.
Two states—Illinois and Colorado—have instituted mandatory 
ACT testing for all juniors. Colorado saw a 25 percent increase 
in the number of in-state, ACT-tested freshmen enrolled in 
Colorado colleges in the fi rst year affected by statewide ACT 
testing. Illinois colleges saw enrollment of in-state, ACT-tested 
freshmen grow by 23 percent in the fi rst year that refl ected 
mandatory ACT testing. Both states saw major increases in 
the number of minority graduates, males, and graduates from 
lower-income families who took the ACT. Minority enrollment 
in both states’ colleges also was signifi cantly higher.
A 20 percent increase in the number of in-state freshmen 
enrolled in Arkansas colleges and universities would translate 
into approximately 3,300 new Arkansas college students 
per year. With hopes of increasing the number of Arkansas 
students who take advantage of higher education and the 
number of Arkansans with a college education, the 2010 
Commission recommends that mandatory junior ACT testing 
be instituted.
Figure 10: 2002-2003 ACT Testing Rates in Arkansas
 Hispanic Juniors
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The ADHE Funding Formula
For many years, Arkansas institutions of higher learning have 
had to lobby for funding increases from the State. Often, as a 
result, funding has been assigned on the basis of political clout, 
rather than institutional mission, size, and scope.
The leaders of Arkansas’ four-year public colleges have come 
together to endorse a funding formula designed by the Arkansas 
Department of Higher Education (ADHE) which attempts 
to provide adequate, equitable funding for every four-year 
institution. The funding formula has the support of Governor 
Huckabee and awaits adoption by the legislature.
Merits of the ADHE Funding Formula
The funding model proposed by the Arkansas Department of 
Higher Education:
• Attempts to determine a minimum level of adequate funding 
for every four-year institution. Those adequate funding levels 
refl ect the needs of the institutions.
• Provides equitable funding for each institution by discipline 
and level based on their latest Student Semester Credit 
Hour (SSCH) production. Every institution receives the 
same funding for the same discipline and level per Full Time 
Equivalent (FTE) student.
• Includes four instructional cost categories and three levels of 
instruction (undergraduate, masters, and doctoral).  
• Can be used to fund enrollment change in succeeding years, 
which will provide stable funding while being responsive to 
growth or reduction in institutional workloads and revisions 
of mission as well as changing external conditions.
• Is based on nationally established cost categories rather than 
an artifi cial value for each SSCH based on the anticipated 
revenue available for distribution. The cost categories are 
based on a multi-year study of the expenditures of 175 
institutions nationwide. The study was conducted by the 
Offi ce of Institutional Research at the University of Delaware.
• Uses the average salaries for baccalaureate, masters, and 
doctoral institutions throughout the sixteen member states 
of the Southern Regional Education Board to determine 
teaching salary needs.
While ensuring adequate funding, the funding formula attempts 
to remain simple to understand, responsive, and sensitive to the 
missions of different colleges. It stabilizes funding and makes 
funding more equitable.
Adoption of the funding formula by the legislature would likely 
mean that The University of Arkansas’ funding concerns would 
be addressed without resorting to extraordinary tuition hikes.
Based on semester credit hours taught during 2004, ADHE’s 
funding formula shows UA state appropriation for FY05 is $33.5 
million less than it should be. To place in context the $33.5 
million gap in state funding, the UA endowment of $626 mil-
lion would have to increase to $1.37 billion to generate enough 
funding to replace the $33.5 million gap in State support (Ap-
pendix F). The 2010 Commission strongly endorses the ADHE 
funding formula.
Blue Ribbon Committee 
on Higher Education
The Blue Ribbon Committee on Higher Education, appointed 
by Governor Mike Huckabee “to propose signifi cant, achievable 
actions that will enhance Arkansas’ economy, competitiveness, 
quality of life and prosperity by addressing the importance, 
quality, funding and accountability of higher education,” 
released its report in June 2004.
The Blue Ribbon Committee on Higher Education has 
recommended the following:
• Creation of an empowered authority over higher education.
• Creation of centralized coordination of our institutions.
• Coordination of funding.
The 2010 Commission supports coordination among the 
State’s higher education institutions to prevent duplication and 
to appropriately direct funding. It is important that the State 
strengthen the coordination to encourage each institution to 
hew to its established mission and vision. 
With regard to the fi rst recommendation of the Blue Ribbon 
Committee, the 2010 Commission believes suffi cient oversight 
and governance are exerted by the UA System and Board of 
Trustees.
Adoption of the ADHE funding formula would satisfy the 
intent expressed in the second and third recommendations of 
the Blue Ribbon Committee. The funding formula encourages 
centralized coordination and funding of Arkansas’ four-year 
public colleges.
Accelerate Arkansas and Arkansas’ Position in 
the Knowledge-Based Economy
Accelerate Arkansas is a statewide group of volunteers working 
under the Capital Resource Corporation whose mission is 
to foster economic growth in Arkansas by using the essential 
building blocks of the knowledge-based economy. In September 
2004, Accelerate Arkansas released a report prepared by 
the Milken Institute with assistance by the UA Center for 
Business and Economic Research titled Arkansas’ Position in the 
Knowledge-Based Economy. 
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The following are the nine principal recommendations of 
Arkansas’ Position in the Knowledge-Based Economy:
• Coordinate existing agencies and initiatives
• Develop coordinated risk capital policy
• Provide assistance for funding and grant opportunities
• Focus industry initiatives and strategy
• Identify comparative advantages in the State and develop them
• Improve the image of the State to lure investment
• Upgrade Arkansas’ infrastructure
• Reform the tax code and improve incentives for business
• Improve education
• Utilize key resources to boost research and science
The 2010 Commission supports the recommendations of the 
report. The University of Arkansas is actively engaged in pursuit 
of activities that support many of these recommendations.
Coordinate existing agencies and initiatives: The University 
is reaching out to 
partner with other 
institutions of higher 
education in the State, 
such as the University 
of Central Arkansas 
and UA-Fort Smith. 
The University of 
Arkansas provides 
assistance for 
funding and grant opportunities through programs such as 
the Innovation to Commercialization Incubator. Signs indicate 
that the University’s increasing national reputation is not only 
improving Arkansas education but also improving the image 
of the State. With regard to the recommendation utilize 
key resources to boost research and science, The University 
of Arkansas receives a strong endorsement in the Accelerate 
Arkansas report:
“To fi rmly establish Arkansas as a developing center of 
knowledge-based industry and research, it is essential that 
the state harness the resources of…its existing research 
institutions…Attempting to develop a research cluster from the 
ground up is both risky and expensive, which means that the 
three most viable candidates are the University of Arkansas in 
Fayetteville, the University of Arkansas Medical School in Little 
Rock, and the University of Arkansas-Little Rock.”
The Role of Private Support in a 
Public University
The University’s friends, alumni, and benefactors have embraced 
the vision of making The University of Arkansas a nationally 
competitive, student-centered research university serving 
Arkansas and the world. Their commitment must be matched 
by public support of what is, at its core, a public institution.
As has been noted throughout Gaining Ground, private 
support to The University of Arkansas has been extraordinary. 
The Council for Aid to Education ranked The University 
of Arkansas among the top four universities in fundraising 
for FY03, along with Harvard, Stanford, and Penn. The 
University made the No. 22 spot for FY03 on the The Chronicle 
of Philanthropy’s annual ranking of the top 400 nonprofi t 
organizations. And FY04 private giving to the University totaled 
more than $83 million. 
The outpouring of private support has provided The University 
of Arkansas with an endowment in excess of $626 million as 
of June 30, 2004. The endowment will support areas of critical 
need, such as endowed professorships and scholarships. The 
endowment will provide a margin of excellence that would not 
otherwise be possible. 
But public State 
appropriation of funds 
is what is required to 
keep The University of 
Arkansas functioning. 
Private support, 
generous though it 
may be, simply cannot 
be counted upon to replace the tens-of-millions of dollars in 
public funding of maintenance of facilities, utility costs, and 
basic operating needs of a public university. 
Recently, the Arkansas Department of Higher Education 
(ADHE) released a proposed funding formula for higher 
education in Arkansas. The ADHE funding formula recognizes 
the unique roles of Arkansas’ institutions of higher learning 
and advocates increased funding of The University of Arkansas’ 
research mission. Based on semester credit hours taught during 
2004, ADHE’s funding formula shows UA state appropriation for 
FY05 is $33.5 million less than it should be. 
To place in context the $33.5 million gap in state funding, the 
UA endowment of $626 million would have to increase to $1.37 
billion to generate enough funding to replace the $33.5 million 
gap in State support. 
The burden of this funding shortfall should not be shifted 
onto students in the form of increased tuition. Public State 
appropriation must keep pace with operational costs. 
Legislative adoption of the ADHE’s funding formula will help 
to ensure adequate State funding. The funding formula provides 
adequate, stable funding for the basic operating needs of public 
four-year colleges. 





What Private Support 
Cannot Provide
• Maintenance of Facilities
• Utility Costs
• Basic Operating Needs
04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   28 2/21/05   11:24:02 AM
29
R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S
In this section, the 2010 Commission offers recommendations 
for what must occur in the months and years ahead if The 
University of Arkansas is to realize its vision as a nationally 
competitive, student-centered research university serving 
Arkansas and the world.
Twenty-eight recommendations are 
made. Many have been updated since 
the publication of Picking Up the Pace. 
Twelve are directed to the Governor 
and the General Assembly; seven 
are intended for business leaders in 
Arkansas; and nine are aimed at The 
University of Arkansas community—
trustees, benefactors, students, faculty, 
staff, administrators, alumni, and 
friends.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
GOVERNOR AND GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY
Recommendation #1
Gain ground nationally by making higher education funding a 
top priority.
Nationally, Arkansas ranks at or near the bottom in both median 
family income and the percentage of adults having at least a 
bachelor’s degree. That is not a coincidence. Income is highly 
correlated with education level. Likewise, unemployment rates are 
inversely proportional to educational level.
For Arkansas to have a chance of 
moving into the ranks of states 
whose citizens enjoy economic and 
cultural benefi ts not available to most 
residents of our State, it is essential 
that investments be made to equip 
Arkansans to compete in the 21st 
Century knowledge-based economy. 
Giving a higher priority to funding 
higher education, in general, and 
four-year universities, in particular, is 
essential if Arkansas is to partake of the 
bright future that is already assured for 
so many other states.
Recommendation #2
Adopt the funding formula developed by the Arkansas 
Department of Higher Education (ADHE).
Here’s a category in which our state ranks 
near the top nationally: access to a post-
secondary education institution…And 
here’s a category where we rank near the 
bottom: student retention from year to year 
in college and eventual graduation from a 
four-year institution. Logic suggests that 
access doesn’t mean quality.  It even suggests 
that maybe we need to lose access in hopes 
of gaining quality.”
—The Morning News, 
March 4, 2004
04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   29 2/21/05   11:24:03 AM
30
Currently, institutions of higher learning must plead their cases 
individually with the General Assembly. The result is signifi cant 
unevenness in funding levels among two-year institutions and 
four-year universities with overlapping goals and missions. With 
its unique role and mission, The University of Arkansas must be 
funded on par with other national public research universities. 
The current funding situation provides compelling evidence 
that a more effective approach should be adopted—one that 
responds to the issues of the State as a whole rather than as a set 
of political or geographic regions. The ADHE funding formula 
addresses the concerns of the 2010 Commission by focusing 
on the size, scope, and mission of the institutions of higher 
education in Arkansas.
Recommendation #3
Support the University’s vision and fi ve major goals and provide 
the increased funding necessary to gain ground in achieving 
them. Hold the University accountable for the goals it has set 
and reward it as the goals are achieved. 
Recognize that The University of Arkansas represents one of the 
State’s greatest resources for positioning the State of Arkansas as 
a leader in the economy of the 21st Century. 
Recommendation #4
Upgrade the State’s information systems infrastructure, ensure 
that Arkansas is included nation’s eCorridor, and fund a 
statewide digital library for use by public libraries, as well as 
public and private colleges and universities. 
To ensure that Arkansas is included on the nation’s eCorridor, 
support should be given to National LambdaRail (NLR) to 
include Arkansas in the new high speed fi ber-optic national 
network. National LambdaRail (NLR) is a major initiative 
of US research universities and private sector technology 
companies to provide a national scale infrastructure for research 
and experimentation in next-generation internet, networking 
technologies, and applications. Linking Arkansas to NLR will 
give researchers at The University of Arkansas and throughout 
the State access to information from the nation’s research 
universities. NLR will ensure that the high-tech businesses 
Arkansas must attract will fi nd the infrastructure necessary to 
succeed. Arkansas should follow the examples of Oklahoma and 
Louisiana and join National LambdaRail as a full member. 
High-speed, digital information resources will be as essential to 
economic development in the 21st Century as transportation 
infrastructure was in the 20th Century.
Recommendation #5
Build the State’s research capacity, particularly at institutions 
showing the greatest promise for research and scholarship. 
Increase the amount of funds available to all university 
researchers for required matches on competitive research grants. 
Continue to use tobacco settlement funds to support the 
Arkansas Biosciences Institute.
Every dollar invested in university-based research in Arkansas 
yields an annual return on investment to the Arkansas economy 
of 23.3 percent. This extraordinary return on investment in 
university-based research should be recognized and supported.
Recommendation #6
Support mandatory ACT testing of juniors in high school. Too 
few Arkansas high school juniors are taking the ACT.
Empirical data from Illinois and Colorado suggest that 
mandatory junior ACT testing can lead to signifi cant increases 
in in-state college enrollment and access to higher education for 
minorities and students from low-income families.
Recommendation #7
Invest strategically the State’s General Improvement Fund 
based on a statewide plan for competing in the knowledge-
based economy of the 21st Century. In particular, identify 
and prioritize key areas and institutions best positioned to 
strengthen the State’s intellectual infrastructure in research, 
science, technology, education, and medicine. 
Channel the necessary fi nancial resources to these priority 
areas and institutions. Draw upon initiatives developed by the 
Southern Governors Association and the Southern Technology 
Council to help create this statewide plan.
Recommendation #8
Leverage private support by creating a dedicated State fund to 
match private gifts to endow professorial chairs and academic 
programs and to construct academic buildings.
Florida, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Texas, and other states have used 
this strategy successfully. Arkansas currently lacks the resources 
necessary to fully fund higher education competitively. Public-
private partnerships must be encouraged and maximized.
Recommendation #9
Enhance incentives for venture capital and for high technology 
fi rms to locate in Arkansas, as well as retain and strengthen in-
state companies to prevent them from migrating elsewhere.
Arkansas should consider the innovative approaches other states 
are using to attract fi rms from high-cost, congested areas of 
the nation. As an example, Nebraska supports university-based 
research that leads to commercializable intellectual property and 
guarantees rates of return to venture capital fi rms by rebating 
income taxes. 
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Recommendation #10
Provide institutional incentives for rapidly increasing the 
percentage of Arkansans with baccalaureate and advanced 
degrees (master’s, professional, and doctoral).
To compete successfully in the 21st Century, Arkansas must 
substantially increase the number of adults with at least a 
bachelor’s degree. One approach is to provide incentives for 
graduates of two-year programs to pursue four-year degrees. 
Examples of such incentives include transfer scholarships, direct 
rewards to two-year colleges for each graduate enrolling in a 
four-year institution, and forgivable loans that are paid back 
with employment in Arkansas.
Put programs in place to bring the percentage of Arkansas 
two-year college students who go on to earn four-year degrees in 
line with the national average. An example of this is the recent 
partnership between NorthWest Arkansas Community College 
and The University of Arkansas. The University is seeking ways 
to serve place-bound students so that they may achieve a four-
year degree. The State could assist in this process by providing 
scholarships to these same kinds of students.
Recommendation #11
Provide incentives for two- and four-year institutions to 
collaborate by offering degrees on other campuses, thereby 
avoiding unnecessary duplication, and expanding opportunities 
for Arkansans.
The investment made in the State’s two-year colleges should 
be leveraged to produce more four-year graduates. Two-year 
colleges should more frequently become entry points for four-
year institutions.
Recommendation #12
Support efforts to recruit high-ability students from other states 
and nations to attend college in Arkansas, thus helping build the 
technical workforce needed for the 21st Century economy.
Studies show that college students recruited from out-of-state 
are 2.5 times more likely to live in the state that is the home of 
the institution from which they graduate than those who leave 
the state to pursue their college education.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BUSINESS LEADERS
Recommendation #13
Gain ground by investing in and becoming more involved in 
higher education institutions. Provide increased philanthropic 
support. Sponsor research projects and contracts that benefi t 
business. Offer more opportunities for college students through 
internships, externships, and mentoring programs.
Work with colleges and universities to enhance students’ 
awareness of career opportunities in the corporate and business 
sector. Explore the creation of full partnerships with colleges 
and universities to accomplish all this and more. A committed 
business community will help Arkansas higher education to 
achieve enhanced quality and effectiveness.
Recommendation #14
Actively support the 2010 Commission’s recommendation for 
increased funding for Arkansas public higher education, and the 
adoption of ADHE’s funding formula.
Support efforts to increase revenue for need-based and merit-
based scholarships, and for other areas of critical need.
Recommendation #15
Support the recommendations in Arkansas’ Position in the 
Knowledge-Based Economy: Prospects and Policy Options.
Recognize that The University of Arkansas is positioned 
to make direct, positive responses on many of the report’s 
recommendations.
Recommendation #16
Consider the long-term value of hiring employees with four-
year degrees to enhance corporate skill sets and assist the State 
in increasing the number of adults having at least a bachelor’s 
degree.
Such hiring policies will improve Arkansas’ standing relative to 
other states, making the State more competitive nationally. All 
Arkansans will benefi t from the resulting stronger economy.
Recommendation #17
Pay nationally competitive salaries for college graduates and 
provide competitive benefi ts to attract outstanding new talent 
to Arkansas and stem the exodus of outstanding native talent to 
other states.
It is essential for the success of the State of Arkansas that the 
most-skilled Arkansans remain in the State.
Recommendation #18
Provide time, opportunities, and fi nancial incentives for 
employees to obtain bachelor’s and advanced degrees (master’s, 
professional, and doctoral).
The increasing complexity of all fi elds demands higher levels 
of education and training. Employees with advanced degrees 
will be particularly important in providing the scientifi c, 
technological, and intellectual leadership required to ensure that 
Arkansas business and industry can compete globally.
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Recommendation #19
Defi ne workforce development needs and communicate them 
to appropriate colleges and universities.
Today’s technology allows education to be brought to students, 
regardless of location. The question is no longer what to teach, 
but where and how to teach it.
Recommendation #20
Provide more educational opportunities and educational 
infrastructure for employees on site and/or in the context of 
their lives. Invest in distance learning on company sites or 
work with other businesses, local high schools, and colleges and 
universities to gain access.
Partnering with others can be a winning strategy. Develop 
career advancement ladders based on performance as well as 
increasing educational attainment and skills development. 
Make time and training available to employees. Employees 
should be given the opportunity to learn to use instructional 
technology and take the courses needed for professional 
advancement.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 
COMMUNITY
Recommendation #21
Continue gaining ground in 1) 
enhancing academic quality and 
reputation; 2) increasing the size 
and quality of the student body; 3) 
enhancing the diversity of the faculty, 
staff, and student body; 4) increasing 
private support; and 5) increasing federal and State support. 
Recognize that the success of The University of Arkansas 
directly affects the success of the State of Arkansas. Making 
progress toward these fi ve institutional goals will positively 
affect the quality of life of Arkansans.
Recommendation #22
Continue to support the vision of The University of Arkansas 
as a nationally competitive, student-centered research university 
serving Arkansas and the world.
Recognize that a nationally competitive University of Arkansas 
will grow the economy of the State and enhance the quality of 
life of its citizens. Maintaining and improving The University 
of Arkansas’ reputation will require continued effort. The 
University of Arkansas’ drive for excellence and national stature 
is a means to a larger end: building the kind of institution that 
can assist the State of Arkansas in developing the knowledge-
based, high-technology economy that will enable Arkansans to 
compete successfully in a global economy and enjoy a higher 
quality of life.
Recommendation #23
Achieve the University’s 2010 goals of enrolling 22,500 
students, including 4,000 minority students; retaining 88 
percent of freshmen; and graduating 66 percent of entering 
students within six years. Meet 2010 annual research goals, 
including $100 million in new awards, $150 million in 
expenditures, and $50 million in federal expenditures. Increase 
annual private giving to $100 million and endowment to $1 
billion by 2010. Secure operating revenues (from State support 
and tuition) of $380 million by 2010.
Achieving these 2010 goals is essential to both the State of 
Arkansas and The University of Arkansas.
Recommendation #24
Develop a more concerted effort between the University and 
the Arkansas Congressional delegation to seek out and support 
opportunities to bring federal research 
funds to the State.
Communicate to elected leaders that 
the University’s research programs are 
positioned to make a profound impact 
on the State’s economy. Every dollar 
invested in university-based research 
in Arkansas yields an annual return on 
investment to the Arkansas economy of 
23.2 percent.
Recommendation #25
Provide leadership for the education systems in the State, 
private and public. 
As the State’s only comprehensive research university, The 
University of Arkansas must provide leadership statewide, from 
pre-kindergarten to post-doctorate level, to improve student 
retention throughout the system, and to specifi cally target 
improvement of six-year graduation rates among the State’s 
colleges and universities. The University also must strive to 
increase research capacity in the State by working with other 
colleges and universities to insure that they become stronger 
research partners.
Recommendation #26
Encourage students and parents to realize higher education is 
an investment, not an expense.
“Higher education is not a luxury. It is a 
necessity in tomorrow’s economy. In fact, it 
is a necessity in today’s economy.”
—Governor Mike Huckabee,
State of the State Address, January 11, 2005
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To successfully educate students and parents regarding their 
investment in their future via higher education will necessitate 
a change of mindset, a change of culture for the State. But it 
must occur.
Recommendation #27
Create a communication and marketing plan to ensure that 
Gaining Ground is seen, heard, and understood by key opinion 
leaders and constituencies across the State.
Communicate regularly with business, education, government, 
and media leaders throughout the State regarding progress 
being made. Harness the power and prestige of the 2010 
Commission in communicating the vision for the University 
and the positive implications for the State of realizing the 
vision.
Recommendation #28
Strive to be counted among the nation’s best public research 
universities. Communicate that The University of Arkansas 
offers its State a direct path to success in the knowledge-based 
economy of the 21st Century.
04-105 Gaining Ground.indd   33 2/21/05   11:24:21 AM
A P P E N D I X  A
Arkansas’ Public Colleges & Universities, 2004
■ University of Arkansas ■ Two-Year Public College
■ University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences ■ Branch of Four-Year Public College
■ Four-Year Public University ■ Branch of Two-Year Public College
Name Abbreviation
Arkansas Northeastern College ANC
Arkansas State University - Beebe ASUB
Arkansas State University - Heber Springs ASUB-Heber*
Arkansas State University - Jonesboro ASUJ
Arkansas State University - Mountain Home ASUMH
Arkansas State University - Newport ASUN
Arkansas State University - Searcy ASUB-Searcy*
Arkansas State University Technical Center - Marked Tree ASUMT*
Arkansas Tech University ATU
Arkansas Valley Technical Institute of Arkansas Tech University ATU-AVTI
Black River Technical College BRTC
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas CCCUA
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas - Ashdown CCCUA-Ashdown*
Cossatot Community College of the University of Arkansas - Nashville CCCUA-Nashville*
East Arkansas Community College EACC
Henderson State University HSU
Mid-South Community College MSCC
National Park Community College NPCC
North Arkansas College NAC
NorthWest Arkansas Community College NWACC
Ouachita Technical College OTC
Ozarka College OZC
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas PCCUA
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas - DeWitt PCCUA-DeWitt*
Phillips Comm. College of the University of Arkansas - Stuttgart PCCUA-Stuttgart*
Pulaski Technical College PTC
Rich Mountain Community College RMCC
South Arkansas Community College SACC
Southeast Arkansas College SEAC
Southern Arkansas University - Magnolia SAUM
Southern Arkansas University - Tech SAUT
University of Arkansas Community College at Batesville UACCB
University of Arkansas Community College at Hope UACCH
University of Arkansas Community College at Morrilton UACCM
University of Arkansas UAF
University of Arkansas at Fort Smith UAFS
University of Arkansas at Little Rock UALR
University of Arkansas at Monticello UAM
University of Arkansas at Monticello - College of Technology - McGehee UAM-CTM*
University of Arkansas at Monticello - Forest Echoes Technical Institute - Crossett UAM-CTC*
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff UAPB
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences UAMS
University of Central Arkansas UCA
* These institutions do not have Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating Board approved abbreviations.
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GA IA KY NC TN TX VA
 Funding In-Flows         
 R&D Expenditures/$1,000 of GSP 46 46 37 31 45 23 32 30 24
 Industry R&D$/$1,000 of GSP 42 39 36 30 39 22 31 27 28
 Federal R&D $/$1,000 of GSP 25 27 21 36 49 14 31 26 5
 University R&D $/$1,000 of GSP 42 44 21 4 38 11 39 32 40
 Federal Obligations for R&D/$1,000 of GSP 43 49 8 37 46 26 29 34 4
 SBIR Awards/10,000 Businesses 50 48 35 48 46 33 32 24 6
 SBIR Award$/$1,000 of GSP 48 47 39 45 47 30 33 29 7
 STTR Awards/10,000 Businesses 40 37 34 47 30 22 14 35 2
 STTR Award$/$1,000 of GSP 39 35 40 43 30 19 12 33 3
 Human Resources   
 NAEP Science Test Scores -- 30 28 n/a 17 25 26 28 17
 NAEP Math Test Scores 36 -- 30 n/a 25 13 32 21 16
 % of Population Completing High School 39 40 37 12 40 43 43 50 25
 % of Population with Bachelor’s Degree 49 -- 29 37 43 40 44 23 3
 % Associate’s Degrees Granted/Pop 18-24 44 45 50 6 40 32 48 46 38
 % Bachelor’s Degrees Granted/Pop 18-24 41 44 45 6 40 30 34 46 26
 % S&E Bachelor’s Granted /Bach’s Granted 26 28 13 25 43 19 44 33 16
 % S&E Grad Student/Pop 18-24 48 49 39 15 45 25 41 27 10
 Computer Specialists/10,000 Workers 48 -- 13 36 34 19 37 14 1
 Life & Physical Scientists/10,000 Workers 37 -- 44 43 48 11 36 25 15
 Engineers/10,000 Workers 49 -- 20 45 40 34 33 10 5
 Recent S&E Bachelor’s Degrees/10,000 Workers n/a -- 23 16 28 2 26 21 9
 Recent S&E PhDs/10,000 Workers 42 -- 25 27 36 13 37 22 17
 % of Workforce with Recent Bachelor’s Degree (S&E) -- 50 26 31 42 2 36 23 19
 % of Workforce with Recent Master’s Degree (S&E) -- 43 19 44 39 24 40 21 4
 % of Workforce with Recent PhD (S&E) -- 38 28 39 46 18 45 27 21
 Capital Investment & Business Assistance   
 Venture Capital Invested/$1,000 of GSP 39 43 8 46 45 7 29 10 14
 SBIC Funds Disbursed/$1,000 of GSP 33 44 21 34 39 23 15 16 12
 IPO FundsRaised/$1,000 of GSP 36 39 17 5 32 25 22 18 6
 Business Incubators/10,000 Businesses 18 26 24 36 28 15 25 34 11
 Technology Intensity of Business Base   
 % Establishments in Tech Intensive SICs 45 45 13 46 44 24 35 17 4
 % Employment in Tech Intensive SICs 38 39 34 26 23 27 24 20 3
 % Payroll in Tech Intensive SICs 43 43 31 32 21 28 27 17 2
 % Business Births in Tech Intensive SICs 49 47 13 46 42 25 38 21 1
 Net Tech Intensive Formations/10,000 Estab. 34 36 21 44 46 22 41 38 2
 Outcome Measures   
 Patents Issues/10,000 Businesses 46 46 29 26 37 25 30 17 31
 Inc 500 Companies/10,000 Businesses 38 35 4 16 40 39 11 10 2
 FAST Companies/10,000 Businesses 34 33 19 34 34 12 30 16 4
 Average Annual Earnings/Job 46 46 17 38 35 25 29 15 12
 % Population Above Federal Poverty Level 47 50 34 5 32 37 40 45 9
 Per Capita Personal Income 49 47 28 32 39 34 35 30 11
 Labor Force Participation Rate 45 49 23 3 46 30 35 22 19
 % of Workforce Employed 23 37 17 4 29 45 17 43 6
 % of Households w/Computer -- 47 39 15 45 43 41 34 18
 % of Households w/Internet Access -- 49 37 24 43 42 41 32 12
 Median Ranking 40 44 26 29 38 24 31 26 12
LEGEND: R&D (Research & Development); GSP (Gross State Product); SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research); STTR (Small Business Technology Transfer Research); NAEP (National Assessment of Educational 
Progress); S&E (Science and Engineering); SBIC (Small Business Investment Company); IPO (Initial Public Offering); Tech Intensive SICs (28 of the 3-digit Standard Industrial Codes included in the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics’ definition of high-technology industries) Inc 500 (Inc. Magazine’s list of 500 privately held companies ranked on revenue growth over the last 5 years); FAST (Delloite & Touche ranking of the 500 fastest grow-
ing US technology companies over a 5-year period.
SOURCE: The Dynamics of Technology-Based Economic Development: State Science & Technology Indicators, Office of Technology Policy, US Department of Commerce, Washington, DC, March 2004
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Science and Technology Indicators
National Rankings of Peer States
March 2004
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1 1 Massachusetts 84.4 84.9 26 22 Kansas 53.1 56.9
2 3 California 78.9 80.4 27 25 Wisconsin 51.8 53.7
3 2 Colorado 78.8 80.6 28 32 Nebraska 50.9 45.0
4 4 Maryland 78.2 77.9 29 30 Indiana 50.7 46.1
5 5 Virginia 72.3 73.3 30 26 Idaho 49.0 51.0
6 6 Washington 69.9 71.8 31 28 Missouri 48.1 47.5
7 7 New Jersey 69.0 70.0 32 29 Florida 44.5 46.5
8 10 Minnesota 67.5 65.9 33 36 Maine 43.5 40.5
9 9 Utah 66.5 68.3 34 40 Tennessee 42.8 39.5
10 8 Connecticut 66.3 68.6 35 37 Oklahoma 42.7 40.3
11 21 Rhode Island 64.0 57.3 36 33 Alabama 42.4 45.0
12 13 New Hampshire 63.4 63.4 37 35 Iowa 41.9 42.5
13 11 Delaware 62.5 65.5 38 34 Montana 40.7 44.1
14 20 New Mexico 61.8 57.9 39 43 Hawaii 40.1 34.0
15 12 New York 60.7 64.5 40 39 Alaska 39.9 39.5
16 16 Pennsylvania 60.4 59.8 41 38 Wyoming 38.7 39.5
17 18 Arizona 58.5 58.6 42 44 Louisiana 36.7 32.5
18 15 Georgia 58.1 60.2 43 42 Nevada 36.1 38.6
19 23 Oregon 57.8 55.5 44 41 South Carolina 35.9 39.0
20 17 North Carolina 57.3 58.9 45 45 North Dakota 34.6 31.7
21 19 Illinois 56.6 58.4 46 48 West Virginia 33.7 30.2
22 31 Vermont 56.0 46.1 47 47 South Dakota 33.3 30.5
23 14 Texas 54.9 60.4 48 46 Kentucky 32.6 31.1
24 27 Ohio 54.2 49.2 49 50 Arkansas 29.5 22.8
25 24 Michigan 54.0 54.5 50 49 Mississippi 27.5 28.7
Source: The Milken Institute: State Technology and Science Index, Enduring Lessons for the Intangible Economy, March 2004
The Milken Institute: State Technology and Science Index, Comparing and Contrasting California, September 2002
A P P E N D I X  C
Milken Institute
"Science and Technology Index"
March 2004
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A P P E N D I X  E
Fifty-four Public Research Universities
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Academic Reputation
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003  University 1997 2003
UC Berkeley 4.7 4.8 Florida 3.6 3.6 Florida State 3.1 3.1
Michigan 4.5 4.6 Colorado 3.7 3.5 North Carolina State 3.2 3.1
UCLA 4.3 4.3 Georgia 3.4 3.5 Auburn 3.1 3.0
Virginia 4.4 4.3 Michigan State 3.5 3.5 Kentucky 3.0 3.0
North Carolina 4.2 4.2 Texas A & M 3.5 3.5 Oklahoma 3.0 3.0
Wisconsin 4.3 4.2 Kansas 3.4 3.4 South Carolina 2.9 3.0
Texas 4.1 4.1 Oregon 3.4 3.4 Washington State 3.1 3.0
Georgia Tech 4.0 4.0 Virginia Tech 3.4 3.4 Colorado State 2.9 2.9
Illinois 4.2 4.0 Arizona State 3.3 3.3 Kansas State 2.9 2.9
Washington 4.0 3.9 Iowa State 3.4 3.3 Louisiana State 2.8 2.9
Indiana 3.8 3.8 Massachusetts 3.3 3.3 Oregon State 2.9 2.9
Minnesota 3.9 3.8 Missouri 3.3 3.3 Arkansas 2.5 2.8
Penn State 3.9 3.8 Connecticut 3.1 3.2 Mississippi 2.7 2.8
Purdue 3.8 3.8 Delaware 3.1 3.2 Rhode Island 2.9 2.8
Iowa 3.7 3.7 Nebraska 3.1 3.2 Oklahoma State 2.6 2.7
Maryland 3.7 3.7 Tennessee 3.2 3.2 Texas Tech 2.7 2.7
Ohio State 3.8 3.7 Alabama 2.6 3.1 West Virginia 2.8 2.7
Arizona 3.6 3.6 Clemson 3.0 3.1 Mississippi State 2.4 2.4
  
     Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005        
A P P E N D I X  E
Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Undergraduate Acceptance Rates
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003  University 1997 2003
UC Berkeley 31% 24% Wisconsin 68% 65% Colorado 83% 80%
UCLA 36% 24% Texas A&M 73% 67% Mississippi 78% 80%
North Carolina 37% 37% Texas Tech 72% 67% Indiana 83% 81%
Virginia 36% 39% Kansas 61% 68% Kentucky 78% 81%
Delaware 65% 42% Virginia Tech 69% 69% Louisiana State 79% 81%
Maryland 65% 43% Rhode Island 79% 70% Iowa 84% 82%
Texas 78% 47% Michigan State 81% 71% Massachusetts 73% 82%
Florida 67% 52% Tennessee 76% 71% Oklahoma 87% 82%
Connecticut 70% 53% Washington 74% 71% Oregon 90% 84%
Michigan 69% 53% Ohio State 79% 72% Arizona 82% 85%
Penn State 53% 55% Georgia 73% 75% Arkansas 91% 85%
Kansas State 66% 60% Mississippi State 78% 75% Alabama 81% 87%
Clemson 74% 61% Minnesota 80% 76% Arizona State 79% 88%
North Carolina State 75% 62% Nebraska 81% 76% Oregon State 97% 88%
Georgia Tech 61% 63% Auburn 86% 78% Missouri 80% 89%
Illinois 68% 63% Washington State 88% 78% Oklahoma State 88% 89%
Florida State 72% 64% Colorado State 78% 79% Iowa State 91% 90%
South Carolina 77% 64% Purdue 89% 79% West Virginia 93% 92%
     Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005        
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A P P E N D I X  E
Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Average High School GPA
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
North Carolina 4.00 4.00 Oklahoma 3.47 3.59 Alabama 3.30 3.33
North Carolina State 3.69 4.00 Michigan State 3.40 3.58 Arizona 3.31 3.30
UCLA 4.00 4.00 Iowa 3.47 3.54 Massachusetts 3.09 3.30
Virginia 3.90 4.00 Oregon 3.30 3.54 West Virginia 3.11 3.30
Clemson 3.43 3.90 Penn State 3.70 3.54 Mississippi State 3.35 3.20
Florida 3.60 3.90 Colorado 3.10 3.52 Connecticut N/A N/A
UC Berkeley 3.87 3.90 Auburn 3.13 3.51 Illinois 3.53 N/A
Maryland 3.48 3.88 Colorado State 3.46 3.50 Indiana N/A N/A
Florida State 3.40 3.80 Delaware 3.20 3.50 Kansas State N/A N/A
South Carolina 3.40 3.77 Iowa State 3.45 3.50 Minnesota N/A N/A
Michigan 3.60 3.73 Oklahoma State 3.51 3.50 Missouri N/A N/A
Georgia Tech 3.70 3.70 Oregon State 3.44 3.50 Nebraska N/A N/A
Wisconsin 3.72 3.70 Louisiana State 3.15 3.49 Ohio State N/A N/A
Washington 3.60 3.67 Washington State N/A 3.44 Purdue N/A N/A
Arkansas 3.40 3.60 Kansas 3.34 3.40 Rhode Island N/A N/A
Georgia 3.52 3.60 Tennessee 3.26 3.40 Texas N/A N/A
Kentucky 3.45 3.60 Mississippi N/A 3.37 Texas A & M N/A N/A
Virginia Tech 3.49 3.60 Arizona State 3.28 3.36 Texas Tech N/A N/A
Source: College Comparison Worksheet, US News & World Report web site corresponding edition - 1999, 2005
ACT and ACT Equivalent “Mid-Range” Score
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
Georgia Tech 30.0 30.0 Oklahoma 25.0 26.0 Arizona 24.0 24.0
Virginia 29.0 30.0 Texas A&M 25.5 26.0 Arizona State 24.0 24.0
UC Berkeley 30.0 29.5 Washington 25.0 26.0 Colorado State 24.0 24.0
North Carolina 27.0 29.0 Colorado 25.0 25.5 Indiana 24.0 24.0
Florida 27.0 28.0 Missouri 26.5 25.5 Kansas 24.5 24.0
Illinois 27.5 28.0 Ohio State 24.0 25.5 Nebraska 24.0 24.0
Maryland 27.0 28.0 Arkansas 23.5 25.0 Oregon 24.0 24.0
Michigan 27.5 28.0 Florida State 24.5 25.0 Rhode Island 23.0 24.0
UCLA 28.0 29.0 Massachusetts 24.0 25.0 Texas Tech 23.0 24.0
Wisconsin 27.0 28.0 Minnesota 24.5 25.0 Alabama 24.0 23.5
Clemson 25.0 27.0 Purdue 24.0 25.0 Kansas State 23.0 23.5
Georgia 26.5 27.0 South Carolina 23.0 25.0 Mississippi State 23.5 23.5
North Carolina State 25.0 27.0 Auburn 24.0 24.5 Oklahoma State 25.0 23.5
Texas 26.0 27.0 Iowa 24.5 24.5 Tennessee 23.5 23.5
Virginia Tech 25.5 27.0 Iowa State 24.5 24.5 Mississippi 23.5 23.0
Penn State 27.0 26.5 Kentucky 24.5 24.5 Oregon State 23.0 23.0
Connecticut 24.0 26.0 Louisiana State 23.0 24.5 Washington State 23.0 23.0
Delaware 25.0 26.0 Michigan State 23.5 24.5 West Virginia 22.0 22.5
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005  
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Percent of Freshmen in Upper Decile in High School
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
UC Berkeley 95% 99% Virginia Tech 33% 40% Tennessee 24% 26%
UCLA 97% 97% Arkansas 28% 36% Louisiana State 27% 25%
Michigan 59% 90% Oklahoma 32% 36% Mississippi State 45% 25%
Virginia 80% 85% Delaware 23% 35% Nebraska 25% 25%
Florida 60% 79% Mississippi 37% 35% Oklahoma State 30% 25%
North Carolina 67% 70% Arizona 33% 34% Alabama 22% 24%
Texas 37% 69% Minnesota 27% 33% Colorado 25% 24%
Georgia Tech N/A 58% Ohio State 26% 33% Iowa State 26% 24%
Illinois 53% 57% Auburn 24% 31% Indiana 23% 23%
Maryland 40% 56% Connecticut 21% 30% Oregon 19% 22%
Florida State 43% 55% Washington State 40% 30% Colorado State 23% 21%
Wisconsin 44% 55% Missouri 34% 29% Iowa 22% 21%
Texas A&M 47% 53% Kansas 26% 28% Texas Tech 26% 21%
Washington 37% 48% Kentucky 23% 28% West Virginia 23% 20%
Georgia N/A 43% Michigan State 21% 28% Rhode Island 15% 19%
Penn State 48% 43% Purdue 27% 27% Oregon State N/A 18%
Clemson 32% 42% Arizona State 25% 26% Massachusetts 16% 16%
North Carolina State 31% 40% South Carolina 28% 26% Kansas State N/A N/A
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005
A P P E N D I X  E
Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Freshman Retention Rates  (4 Year Rolling Average)
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
Virginia 97% 97% Purdue 86% 89% Oklahoma 81% 83%
UCLA 95% 96% Clemson 84% 89% Oklahoma State 77% 82%
Michigan 94% 96% Connecticut 87% 88% Colorado State 82% 82%
UC Berkeley 94% 96% Indiana 86% 88% South Carolina 79% 82%
North Carolina 94% 95% Virginia Tech 89% 87% Arkansas 73% 82%
Florida 90% 92% Florida State 84% 86% Nebraska 75% 81%
Illinois 91% 92% Ohio State 78% 86% Texas Tech 75% 81%
Penn State 93% 92% Iowa State 82% 84% Mississippi State 77% 80%
Georgia 86% 92% Missouri 83% 84% Oregon State 77% 80%
Maryland 86% 92% Massachusetts 79% 84% Kansas 77% 80%
Texas 87% 91% Minnesota 83% 84% Rhode Island 76% 80%
Wisconsin 91% 91% Washington State 84% 84% Kentucky 78% 79%
Washington 90% 90% Iowa 83% 83% Kansas State 76% 78%
Georgia Tech 85% 90% Alabama 81% 83% West Virginia 78% 77%
Michigan State 85% 89% Colorado 81% 83% Arizona 76% 77%
North Carolina State 88% 89% Louisiana State 80% 83% Tennessee 77% 77%
Texas A&M 87% 89% Oregon 78% 83% Arizona State 71% 76%
Delaware 86% 89% Auburn 80% 83% Mississippi 74% 76%
 
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005
UA average in USNEWS for 1997 reflected both native and transfer retention rates.        
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Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Student to Faculty Ratio
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
Washington N/A 11:1 Kentucky 16:1 16:1 Alabama 17:1 19:1
Illinois 15:1 12:1 Nebraska 15:1 16:1 Indiana 21:1 19:1
Kansas State 15:1 12:1 UC Berkeley 17:1 16:1 Kansas 21:1 19:1
Delaware 15:1 13:1 Virginia 13:1 16:1 Michigan State 17:1 19:1
Georgia Tech 19:1 13:1 Arkansas 14:1 17:1 Oregon 16:1 19:1
Wisconsin 15:1 13:1 Colorado 22:1 17:1 Texas 21:1 19:1
Georgia 15:1 14:1 Mississippi State 16:1 17:1 Arizona 18:1 20:1
North Carolina N/A 14:1 Penn State 19:1 17:1 Louisiana State 19:1 21:1
Ohio State 14:1 14:1 South Carolina 15:1 17:1 Mississippi 20:1 21:1
Clemson 17:1 15:1 Virginia Tech 16:1 17:1 Oklahoma 20:1 21:1
Iowa 16:1 15:1 Washington State 11:1 17:1 Oklahoma State 18:1 21:1
Michigan 15:1 15:1 Colorado State 20:1 18:1 Texas A & M 21:1 21:1
Minnesota 15:1 15:1 Connecticut 14:1 18:1 Texas Tech 20:1 21:1
North Carolina State 15:1 15:1 Maryland 13:1 18:1 West Virginia 18:1 21:1
Purdue 18:1 15:1 Massachusetts 18:1 18:1 Florida 20:1 22:1
Tennessee 17:1 15:1 Missouri 19:1 18:1 Florida State 24:1 22:1
Auburn 16:1 16:1 Rhode Island 15:1 18:1 Arizona State 20:1 23:1
Iowa State 19:1 16:1 UCLA 18:1 18:1 Oregon State 15:1 25:1
Source: College Comparison Worksheet, US News & World Report web site corresponding edition - 1999, 2005
6-Year Graduation Rates
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003  University 1997 2003
Virginia 92% 92% Maryland 63% 70% Oregon State 68% 60%
UCLA 79% 87% Georgia Tech 68% 69% Washington State 63% 60%
Michigan 82% 85% Michigan State 66% 69% Nebraska 46% 59%
UC Berkeley 81% 85% Auburn 65% 68% Oklahoma State 49% 59%
North Carolina 84% 83% Colorado 65% 68% Tennessee 56% 59%
Penn State 81% 82% Missouri 58% 67% Kansas 54% 58%
Illinois 79% 81% Iowa State 60% 66% Mississippi State 49% 58%
Wisconsin 73% 79% Purdue 64% 66% Louisiana State 47% 57%
Florida 64% 77% Iowa 62% 65% Kansas State 45% 56%
Texas A&M 69% 75% Massachusetts 61% 64% Mississippi 49% 56%
Delaware 70% 74% Florida State 65% 63% Rhode Island 64% 56%
Virginia Tech 74% 74% North Carolina State 64% 63% West Virginia 54% 56%
Clemson 70% 72% Alabama 57% 62% Arizona 52% 55%
Georgia 62% 72% Colorado State 58% 62% Minnesota 56% 54%
Indiana 67% 72% Ohio State 57% 62% Oklahoma 54% 54%
Texas 65% 71% Kentucky 48% 61% Texas Tech 44% 54%
Washington 69% 71% Oregon 59% 61% Arizona State 48% 52%
Connecticut 68% 70% South Carolina 56% 61% Arkansas 42% 48%
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005         
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Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Undergraduate Classes with Under 20 Students
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
UC Berkeley 56% 54% Illinois 31% 38% Texas 38% 33%
Missouri 25% 51% Massachusetts 40% 38% Florida State 34% 32%
North Carolina 41% 51% Mississippi State 41% 37% Louisiana State 31% 32%
Kansas State 51% 50% Delaware 41% 36% Nebraska 37% 32%
Minnesota 57% 50% Georgia Tech 26% 36% North Carolina State 32% 32%
UCLA 44% 50% Purdue 23% 36% Rhode Island 28% 32%
Michigan 48% 49% West Virginia 37% 36% Penn State 33% 30%
Virginia 45% 48% Colorado State 17% 35% Arizona 33% 29%
Iowa N/A 46% Iowa State 28% 35% Kansas 43% 29%
Connecticut N/A 44% Maryland 33% 35% Arizona State 28% 27%
Alabama 42% 43% Mississippi 34% 35% Oklahoma State 25% 27%
Colorado 48% 43% Oklahoma 30% 35% Auburn 40% 26%
Ohio State 41% 43% Oregon State 42% 35% Virginia Tech 23% 24%
Washington State 33% 43% South Carolina 40% 35% Clemson 39% 22%
Oregon N/A 42% Tennessee 36% 35% Kentucky 38% 21%
Wisconsin 39% 42% Washington N/A 35% Michigan State N/A 21%
Arkansas 42% 41% Georgia 31% 34% Texas Tech 20% 21%
Indiana 36% 40% Florida 30% 33% Texas A & M 33% 19%
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005
Undergraduate Classes with 50+ Students
University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003 University 1997 2003
Tennessee 9% 7% Oklahoma 17% 14% Arizona State 18% 18%
Rhode Island 9% 8% Oregon N/A 14% Delaware 14% 18%
Illinois 19% 11% Maryland 14% 15% Ohio State 17% 18%
Iowa N/A 11% Massachusetts 15% 15% Wisconsin 19% 18%
Kansas State 11% 11% Minnesota 14% 15% Indiana 17% 19%
South Carolina 16% 11% Virginia 15% 15% Iowa State 18% 19%
Arkansas 10% 12% Washington N/A 15% Purdue 21% 19%
Clemson 8% 12% Colorado State 30% 16% Penn State 21% 20%
Kansas 10% 12% Florida State 13% 16% Georgia Tech 12% 21%
Missouri 22% 12% Michigan 15% 16% Mississippi 18% 21%
North Carolina 13% 12% North Carolina State 14% 16% UCLA 26% 22%
Georgia 13% 13% Arizona 16% 17% Virginia Tech 18% 22%
Alabama 12% 14% Colorado 15% 17% Florida 22% 23%
Auburn 8% 14% Kentucky 10% 17% Oregon State 22% 23%
Connecticut N/A 14% Oklahoma State 19% 17% Michigan State N/A 24%
Louisiana State 14% 14% UC Berkeley 16% 17% Texas Tech 21% 24%
Mississippi State 11% 14% Washington State 27% 17% Texas 18% 25%
Nebraska 14% 14% West Virginia 17% 17% Texas A & M 17% 25%
Source: US News & World Report, Best Colleges Edition - 1999, 2005
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Fifty-four Public Research Universities

























State $ / 
Student
UCLA $531,372 36,618 $14,511 Florida $327,860 47,971 $6,835 Tennessee $158,548 27,787 $5,706
UC Berkeley $549,767 32,814 $16,754 Iowa State $176,017 26,380 $6,672 Arizona State $279,944 49,171 $5,693
North Carolina $392,532 26,878 $14,604 Washington State $153,299 23,241 $6,596 Virginia Tech $145,344 25,629 $5,671
Georgia Tech $180,417 16,837 $10,716 Ohio State $335,153 50,995 $6,572 Rhode Island* $79,244 14,749 $5,373
NC State $284,471 29,958 $9,496 Michigan State $287,516 44,836 $6,413 Oklahoma State $126,381 23,626 $5,349
Georgia $313,952 33,172 $9,464 Illinois $250,939 40,059 $6,264 South Carolina $131,139 25,311 $5,181
Minnesota $458,444 50,954 $8,997 Purdue $240,172 38,653 $6,214 Indiana $195,251 37,821 $5,163
Texas Tech $245,656 28,438 $8,638 Auburn $140,128 22,928 $6,112 Clemson $87,281 17,085 $5,109
Kentucky $217,048 26,105 $8,314 Texas $306,807 50,403 $6,087 Kansas $136,646 26,980 $5,065
Washington $325,122 39,199 $8,294 Alabama $126,217 20,969 $6,019 Kansas State $114,767 23,151 $4,957
Michigan $320,662 39,533 $8,111 Mississippi State $95,746 15,934 $6,009 Oklahoma $117,713 24,569 $4,791
Maryland* $282,356 34,933 $8,083 Virginia $119,801 19,940 $6,008 Delaware $100,415 21,238 $4,728
Wisconsin $325,014 41,588 $7,815 Texas A&M $261,865 44,521 $5,882 Mississippi $62,561 13,508 $4,631
Iowa $227,740 29,745 $7,656 Penn State $241,612 41,289 $5,852 Oregon State $80,300 19,200 $4,182
Florida State $292,177 38,878 $7,515 Missouri $156,525 27,088 $5,778 West Virginia $102,231 25,255 $4,048
Arizona $276,395 36,932 $7,484 Arkansas $99,386 17,269 $5,755 Oregon $59,781 20,250 $2,952
Massachusetts $171,908 23,608 $7,282 Nebraska* $125,339 21,792 $5,752 Colorado State $72,212 25,382 $2,845
Connecticut $196,976 27,094 $7,270 Louisiana State $181,214 31,561 $5,742 Colorado $56,539 29,756 $1,900
Data Year: Fall 2004 headcount data; FY05 State Appropriation Data • Source of Appropriation Data: Grapevine (Illinois State Univ.), university web pages, interviews 
• Source of Headcount Data: university web pages, interviews • Notes: AES/CES Funding removed • *Prorated estimate of State appropriation
Resident Tuition, Non-Resident Tuition and Weighted Average Tuition 2004-05




















Michigan $8,868 $26,854 $15,163 Auburn* $5,020 $14,240 $8,431 Oklahoma* $4,665 $12,183 $6,244
Penn State $10,408 $20,336 $12,890 Missouri $7,100 $16,547 $8,234 Texas Tech $5,848 $13,588 $6,235
Delaware $6,954 $16,640 $12,572 Oregon $5,484 $16,914 $8,227 Texas A&M $5,964 $13,704 $6,196
Rhode Island $6,752 $18,338 $11,271 Michigan State $7,396 $18,192 $8,152 Texas $5,735 $14,435 $6,170
Minnesota  $8,029 $19,659 $11,053 Ohio State $6,765 $17,352 $7,718 Tennessee $4,748 $14,528 $6,117
Indiana $6,777 $18,590 $10,675 UC Berkeley $5,754 $22,710 $7,619 Arizona State $4,064 $12,919 $6,101
Massachusetts* $9,008 $17,861 $10,513 South Carolina $6,356 $16,724 $7,600 Arkansas $5,135 $12,425 $6,010
Clemson $8,012 $15,610 $10,139 UCLA $6,585 $23,541 $7,433 Colorado State* $3,965 $14,552 $5,977
Connecticut $7,308 $19,036 $10,123 Iowa State $5,426 $15,128 $7,269 Alabama* $4,320 $12,354 $5,927
Maryland $7,410 $18,710 $10,122 West Virginia $3,938 $12,060 $7,268 Mississippi* $4,110 $9,264 $5,759
Colorado $4,341 $21,453 $9,988 Washington $5,380 $18,010 $7,022 Kansas State* $4,664 $13,424 $5,540
Wisconsin $5,860 $19,860 $9,920 North Carolina $4,451 $17,549 $6,809 Georgia $4,272 $15,588 $5,517
Virginia $6,600 $22,700 $9,820 Oregon State* $5,349 $17,775 $6,716 NC State $4,294 $16,192 $5,246
Illinois* $7,966 $20,886 $9,516 Kansas* $4,737 $12,691 $6,646 Oklahoma State* $4,296 $11,586 $5,244
Purdue $6,092 $18,700 $9,244 Arizona $4,098 $13,078 $6,612 Mississippi State $4,106 $9,306 $5,146
Georgia Tech $4,278 $17,558 $8,926 Washington State $5,598 $14,016 $6,440 Louisiana State* $4,316 $11,116 $4,996
Virginia Tech $5,838 $16,531 $8,725 Nebraska $5,340 $13,830 $6,359 Florida State $3,038 $15,544 $4,664
Iowa $5,396 $16,048 $8,698 Kentucky $5,315 $12,095 $6,264 Florida* $2,955 $15,827 $3,470
Sources:  US News & World Report’s America’s Best Colleges, Year 2005 Edition • *university web pages
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Fifty-four Public Research Universities
Sum of State Appropriations and Tuition Resources 2004-05
(Ranked on Sum of State $ per Student and Weighted Average Tuition)
University
State $ / 
Student
Weighted 
Average  Sum University
State $ / 
Student
Weighted 
Average  Sum University
State $ / 
Student
Weighted 
Average  Sum 
UCLA $14,511 $7,433 $21,373 Washington $8,294 $7,022 $15,316 Alabama $6,019 $5,927 $11,946
UC Berkeley $16,754 $7,619 $24,373 Clemson $5,109 $10,139 $15,248 Colorado $1,900 $9,988 $11,888
Michigan $8,111 $15,163 $23,274 Georgia $9,464 $5,517 $14,981 Tennessee $5,706 $6,117 $11,823
North Carolina $14,604 $6,809 $21,413 Texas Tech $8,638 $6,235 $14,873 Arizona State $5,693 $6,101 $11,794
Minnesota  $8,997 $11,053 $20,050 NC State $9,496 $5,246 $14,742 Mississippi $6,009 $5,759 $11,768
Georgia Tech $10,716 $8,926 $19,642 Kentucky $8,314 $6,264 $14,579 Arkansas $5,755 $6,010 $11,765
Penn State $5,852 $12,890 $18,742 Michigan State $6,413 $8,152 $14,564 Kansas $4,957 $6,646 $11,603
Maryland $8,083 $10,122 $18,205 Auburn $6,112 $8,431 $14,543 Oklahoma $5,349 $6,244 $11,593
Massachusetts $7,282 $10,513 $17,795 Virginia Tech $5,671 $8,725 $14,396 Florida State $6,835 $4,664 $11,498
Wisconsin $7,815 $9,920 $17,735 Ohio State $6,572 $7,718 $14,290 West Virginia $4,048 $7,268 $11,316
Connecticut $7,270 $10,123 $17,393 Arizona $7,484 $6,612 $14,096 Oregon $2,952 $8,227 $11,179
Delaware $4,728 $12,572 $17,300 Missouri $5,778 $8,234 $14,012 Florida $7,515 $3,470 $10,985
Rhode Island $5,373 $11,271 $16,643 Iowa State $6,672 $7,269 $13,942 Oregon State $4,182 $6,716 $10,898
Iowa $7,656 $8,698 $16,355 Washington State $6,596 $6,440 $13,036 Louisiana State $5,742 $4,996 $10,738
Indiana $5,163 $10,675 $15,838 South Carolina $5,181 $7,600 $12,781 Kansas State $5,065 $5,540 $10,605
Virginia $6,008 $9,820 $15,828 Texas $6,087 $6,170 $12,257 Oklahoma State $4,791 $5,244 $10,035
Illinois $6,264 $9,516 $15,781 Nebraska $5,752 $6,359 $12,110 Mississippi State $4,631 $5,146 $9,777
Purdue $6,214 $9,244 $15,458 Texas A&M $5,882 $6,196 $12,078 Colorado State $2,845 $5,977 $8,822
Sources:  US News & World Report’s America’s Best Colleges, Year 2005 Edition; Grapevine, (Illinois State University); SUG Data Exchange; university web pages; interviews
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ATU UAFS UALR UAF UCA
Total Needed Expenditures $57,284,241 $44,011,109 $103,419,317 $194,493,388 $95,388,704
Less Tuition and Mandatory Fees $22,940,840 $18,743,270 $36,394,100 $61,590,650 $37,731,900
State Appropriation Needed $34,343,401 $25,267,839 $67,025,217 $132,902,738 $57,656,804
2004-05 State Funds (Without GIF) $22,251,350 $18,172,375 $49,944,790 $99,385,939 $43,051,623
Increase $12,092,051 $7,095,464 $17,080,427 $33,516,799 $14,605,181
Percent Change 54.34% 39.05% 34.20% 33.72% 33.92%
Percent of New Money 11.12% 6.53% 15.71% 30.83% 13.44%
Allocation of First Funds Available
to Fund a 2.7% Pay Increase
$398,538 $337,927 $942,461 $1,626,665 $733,218
Current Appropriation Plus Raise Funds
as a Percent of Recommendation







Raise to a Minimum of 75.00% 8.86% $3,506,201 $778,504 $942,461 $1,626,665 $733,218
Percent of Remaining New Money 8.67% 6.38% 16.29% 32.19% 14.00%
Change to Using Percent of Remaining New 
Money
78.42% 9.45% $3,561,423 $819,133 $1,046,257 $1,831,775 $822,440
79.92% 15.74% $4,154,632 $1,255,581 $2,161,252 $4,035,110 $1,780,873
80.92% 19.93% $4,549,197 $1,545,878 $2,902,876 $5,500,629 $2,418,363
82.36% 26.00% $5,120,761 $1,966,402 $3,977,189 $7,623,571 $3,341,826
Total Appropriation Anticipated $27,372,111 $20,138,777 $53,921,979 $107,009,510 $46,393,449
Percent of Need Realized 79.70% 79.70% 80.45% 80.52% 80.46%
Distribution of the Executive Recommendations for 2005-06
Fund a 2.7% Salary Increase, Raise to a Minimum of 75% of Recommendation and 
Distribute Additional Funds on Percent of New Funds Remaining
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UAM ASUJ SAUM HSU UAPB
Total Needed Expenditures $25,298,253 $98,482,106 $28,190,775 $33,998,917 $35,254,414 $715,821,223
Less Tuition and Mandatory Fees $9,769,550 $36,135,730 $10,920,920 $13,255,210 $12,246,800 $259,728,970
State Appropriation Needed $15,528,703 $62,346,376 $17,269,855 $20,743,707 $23,007,614 $456,092,253
2004-05 State Funds (Without GIF) $11,722,797 $50,303,266 $14,188,571 $17,637,289 $20,725,897 $347,383,897
Increase $3,805,906 $12,043,110 $3,081,284 $3,106,418 $2,281,717 $108,708,356
Percent Change 32.47% 23.94% 21.72% 17.61% 11.01% 27.86%
Percent of New Money 3.50% 11.08% 2.83% 2.86% 2.01% 100.00%
Allocation of First Funds Available
to Fund a 2.7% Pay Increase
$217,986 $893,072 $239,138 $309,309 $384,313 $6,082,626
Current Appropriation Plus Raise Funds
as a Percent of Recommendation









Raise to a Minimum of 75.00% 8.86% $217,986 $893,072 $239,138 $309,309 $384,313 $9,630,866
Percent of Remaining New Money 3.62% 11.25% 2.87% 2.82% 1.92% 100.00%
Change to Using Percent of Remaining New 
Money
78.42% 9.45% $241,063 $964,786 $257,418 $327,299 $396,517 $10,268,110
79.92% 15.74% $488,957 $1,735,158 $453,786 $520,555 $527,611 $17,113,516
80.92% 19.93% $653,841 $2,247,561 $584,398 $649,097 $614,807 $21,666,646
82.36% 26.00% $892,691 $2,989,825 $773,601 $835,302 $741,118 $28,262,284
Total Appropriation Anticipated $12,615,488 $53,293,091 $14,962,172 $18,472,591 $21,467,015 $375,646,181
Percent of Need Realized 81.24% 85.48% 86.64% 89.05% 93.30% 82.36%
Distribution of the Executive Recommendations for 2005-06
Fund a 2.7% Salary Increase, Raise to a Minimum of 75% of Recommendation and 
Distribute Additional Funds on Percent of New Funds Remaining
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2003 Freshman National Merit Scholars
This table shows the 48 public colleges and universities enrolling the largest numbers of freshman National Merit Scholars named in 2003. Overall, 8,254 




% of Cohort 
Freshmen
1 U. of Oklahoma 4.78
2 U. of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 4.07
3 U. of Texas, Austin 3.98
4 Georgia Institute of Technology 3.46
5 U. of Florida 3.43
6 U. of California, Los Angeles 3.02
7 U. of Texas, Dallas 2.96
8 Arizona State U. 2.55
9 Texas A&M U. 2.14
10 U. of California, Berkeley 1.86
11 Iowa State U. 1.78
12 U. of Arkansas 1.73
13 U. of California, San Diego 1.55
14 Ohio State U. 1.46
15 U. of Georgia 1.45
16 Purdue U. 1.44
16 Mississippi State U. 1.44
18 U. of Nebraska, Lincoln 1.43
19 U. of Mississippi 1.34
20 U. of South Carolina, Columbia 1.31
21 U. of Kansas 1.26
22 U. of Kentucky 1.23
23 U. of Maryland, College Park 1.21
24 Clemson U. 1.20
25 U. of Alabama, Tuscaloosa 1.15
26 U. of Michigan, Ann Arbor 1.07
26 U. of Virginia 1.07
28 U. of Arizona 1.02
28 U. of Utah 1.02
30 Miami U. (Ohio) .98
31 U. of Washington .92
32 U. of Houston .87
33 Michigan State U. .86
34 U. of Minnesota, Twin Cities .78
35 Auburn U. .76
36 North Carolina State U. .74
37 U. of Tennessee, Knoxville .68
38 Kansas State U. .65
39 U. of California, Irvine .62
40 Louisiana State U., Baton Rouge .60
41 U. of Central Florida .58
42 U. of Iowa .57
42 Bowling Green State U. .57
44 U. of Wisconsin, Madison .50
45 U. of South Florida .49
46 U. of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign .48
47 Virginia Tech .43
48 Pennsylvania State U., University Park .43
U of A overall ranking among top 48 public insti-







1 U. of Texas, Austin 258
2 U. of Florida 224
3 Arizona State U. 176
4 U. of Oklahoma 170
5 U. of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 143
6 Texas A&M U. 137
7 U. of California, Los Angeles 125
8 Ohio State U. 93
8 Purdue U. 93
10 Georgia Institute of Technology 77
11 U. of Georgia 75
12 Iowa State U. 69
13 U. of California, Berkeley 67
14 Michigan State U. 60
15 U. of Michigan, Ann Arbor 59
15 U. of Arizona 59
17 U. of California, San Diego 56
18 U. of Nebraska, Lincoln 52
19 U. of Kansas 50
20 U. of Maryland, College Park 49
21 U. of South Carolina, Columbia 45
21 U. of Kentucky 45
23 U. of Washington 44
24 U. of Arkansas 40
24 U. of Minnesota, Twin Cities 40
26 U. of Alabama, Tuscaloosa 35
27 Clemson U. 33
27 U. of Virginia 33
27 Miami U. (Ohio) 33
27 U. of Central Florida 33
27 U. of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 33
32 U. of Mississippi 32
32 Louisiana State U., Baton Rouge 32
34 U. of Texas, Dallas 31
35 North Carolina State U. 29
36 Auburn U. 28
36 U. of Wisconsin, Madison 28
38 U. of Houston 27
39 U. of California, Irvine 25
40 Mississippi State U. 24
40 U. of Tennessee, Knoxville 24
42 U. of Utah 23
42 U. of Iowa 23
44 U. of South Florida 21
44 Virginia Tech 21
46 Kansas State U. 20
46 Bowling Green State U. 20
46 Pennsylvania State U., University Park 20
U of A overall ranking among top 48 public insti-
tutions sorted by number of scholars
24
SOURCES:  The Chonicle of Higher Education, April 9, 2004,  Cohort Freshman Enrollment, IPEDS, NCES, first-time, full-time, degree-seeking students
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Making the Case Projections for the University and Actual Growth in Selected Fields
Making the Case Base Year 
FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 Goal FY10
Actual
Enrollment (Headcount)  14,740  15,060  15,226  15,396  15,795  16,035  16,449  17,269 
Enrollment (FTE)  13,538  13,637  13,935  14,011  14,487  14,624  14,997 
Tuition Revenue (‘000s) $47,036 $57,121 $61,193 $71,733 $75,570 $80,859 $89,805
State Appropriation (‘000s) $84,163 $86,321 $92,611 $94,917 $96,420 $92,874 $97,338 $99,386
Other Revenues (‘000s) $17,301 $17,558 $31,096 $28,950 $25,211 $28,566 $21,610
Total Resources (‘000s) $148,500 $161,000 $184,900 $195,600 $197,200 $202,300 $208,800
2001 Projections
Enrollment (Headcount)  15,226  15,832  16,463  17,118  17,800  18,509  22,500 
Enrollment (FTE)  13,935  14,439  15,014  15,612  16,234  16,880  20,519 
Tuition Revenue (‘000s) $61,193 $66,900 $73,140 $79,962 $87,420 $95,573 $149,270
State Appropriation (‘000s) $92,611 $99,647 $107,218 $115,363 $124,128 $133,559 $192,611
Other Revenues (‘000s) $31,096 $32,163 $33,196 $34,179 $35,099 $35,938 $38,120
Total Resources (‘000s) $184,900 $198,711 $213,553 $229,504 $246,647 $265,070 $380,000
Base Year for Gap Analysis = FY00











Enrollment (Headcount)  (436)  (668)  (1,083)  (1,351)  (1,240)
Enrollment (FTE)  (428)  (527)  (988)  (1,237)
Amount Above Tuition & Fee Projected Growth $4,832 $2,429 $898 $2,385
 Amount Below State Appropriation Projected Growth ($4,730) ($10,798) ($22,489) ($26,790) ($34,173)
 Amount Below Unrestricted E&G Rev. Projected Growth ($3,111) ($16,353) ($27,204) ($37,847)
Sources:  Headcount (Registrar’s Enrollment Report); FTE (ADHE SSCH Report, Table 3, annualized); 
State Appropriation (Grapevine, UA Budget Office/GenRev+EETF); Total Resources (Financial Report Supporting Schedules, C.1 Total 
Unrestricted E&G Revenues).
Tuition Revenue (UA Financial Statements 2000-01, p. 4 & 2001-02, p. Exhibit C.1, p. 2).
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A P P E N D I X  I
UA Market Share of Arkansas High School Graduates Who Scored 31 or Above on the ACT
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
State of Arkansas High School 
Graduates
Public Public High School Graduates 1 25,123 27,147 26,896 27,335 27,100 27,066 27,555
First-Time Full-Time at an Arkansas 
Public University/College 1
14,468 15,190 15,820 15,222 16,104 16,105 16,758
College Going Rate 57.6% 56.0% 58.8% 55.7% 59.4% 59.5% 60.8%
Public & 
Private
Scored 31 or Above on the ACT 2 398 431 361 487 409 407 417
Arkansas Public and Private High Schools
Arkansas High School Graduates Who Did Not Enroll 
in an Arkansas Public University/College
Scored 31 or Above on the ACT 3 203 188 180 243 160 115 143
% Scored 31 or Above on ACT 51.0% 43.6% 49.9% 49.9% 39.1% 28.3% 34.3%
Arkansas High School Graduates Who Enrolled in an 
Arkansas Public University/College and Scored 31 or 
Above on the ACT
Scored 31 or Above on the ACT 4 195 243 181 244 249 292 274
% Scored 31 or Above on the ACT 49.0% 56.4% 50.1% 50.1% 60.9% 71.7% 65.7%
Enrolled at the UA 4 88 158 115 162 142 151 163
UA Market Share 45.1% 65.0% 63.5% 66.4% 57.0% 51.7% 59.5%
Arkansas High School Graduates Who Scored 31 or 
Above on the ACT
Scored 31 or Above on the ACT 2 398 431 361 487 409 407 417
Enrolled at the UA 4 88 158 115 162 142 151 163
UA Market Share 22.1% 36.7% 31.9% 33.3% 34.7% 37.1% 39.1%
Enrolled Out of State 5 79 49 54 58 45 47 40
% Enrolled Out of State 19.9% 11.4% 15.0% 11.9% 11.0% 11.5% 9.6%
Notes:
1 ADHE, Table 9 Arkansas College Going Rate History 1980-2003
2 America College Testing (ACT), High School Class Profile
3 Number from ACT High School Profile minus the number from ADHE ad hoc request that enrolled in an Arkansas public university/college
4 AHEIS Student Information System, ADHE ad hoc request
5 America College Testing (ACT), ad hoc request
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Laningham and her colleagues in the UA Offi ce of Institutional 
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preparing many of the tables and fi gures presented in the report. 
Thank you to the Offi ce of Admissions for their work with ACT 
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The Commission also recognizes the Offi ce of University Relations 
for writing, editing, layout, and production of this report.
Finally, the 2010 Commission applauds the staff members in the 
Chancellor’s and Provost’s offi ces for their handling of the organiza-
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